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WILLFUL DESTRUCTION OF AIRCRAFT OR MOTOR 
VEHICLES 


FRIDAY, MARCH 9, 1956 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
SuscomMMITrTEe No. 3, 
Washington, D. C. 

The committee met at 10: 10 a. m., the Honorable Edwin E. Willis, 
chairman of the subcommittee, presiding. 

Present: Messrs. Willis, Jones, Crumpacker, Taylor, and Curtis. 

Also present: Mr, Cyril F. Brickfield, committee counsel. 

Mr. Wixtis. The subcommittee will come to order. We take u 
this morning a number of bills in the same general direction to punish 
the malicious destruction of aircraft or attempts to destroy aircraft, 
H. R. 319, introduced by our colleague and a member of this com- 
mittee, the ranking Republican member, Mr. Keating of New York; 
H. R. 7958 by another member of our committee, Mr. Robsion; H. R. 
$133 and H. R. 8134 by another member of this committee, Mr. 
Hillings; H. R. 8135 by Mr. Ikard of Texas; H. R. 8470 by Mr. Hill. 

Without objection the bills will be included in the record at this 

oint. 

(The bills referred to follow:) 


[H. R. 319, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 
A BILL To punish the malicious destruction of aircraft and attempts to destroy aircraft 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That the analysis of part I of title 18, 
United States Code, entitled “Crimes and Criminal Procedure”, be amended by 
inserting after chapter 1 the following new chapter: 


“CHAPTER 2.—ATRCRAFT 

“See. 
“21. Firing or tampering with aircraft. 
“22. Attempts to fire or tamper with aircraft. 

“$21. Firing or tampering with aircraft 

“Whoever sets fire to any aircraft engaged in interstate or foreign commerce, 
or to the cargo of the same, or tampers with the motive power, component parts, 
or instrumentalities of navigation of such aircraft, or places bombs or explosives 
in or upon such aircraft, or does any other act to or upon such aircraft while 
within the jurisdiction of the United States, with intent to injure or endanger 
the safety of the aircraft or of its cargo, or of persons on board, whether the 
injury or danger is so intended to take place within the jurisdiction of the 
United States, or after the aircraft shall have departed therefrom, shall be 
fined not more than $10,000 or imprisoned not more than twenty years, or both. 

“Whoever is convicted of any such crime, which has resulted in the death 
of any person, shall be subject also to the death penalty or to imprisonment for 
life, if the jury shall in its discretion so direct, or in the case of a plea of guilty, 
if the court in its discretion shall so order. 
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“As used in this chapter ‘aircraft’ shall include any contrivance defined in 
section 2311 of this title. 
“$22. Attempts to fire or tamper with aircraft 


“Whoever willfully attempts to do any of the aforesaid acts or things shall 
be fined not more than $5,000 or imprisoned not more than ten years, or both.” 





{H. R. 7957, 84th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend title 18 of the United States Code to make the damage, disablement, 
or destruction of civil aircraft a criminal offense, with increased penalties in cases 
resulting in the death of passengers or other persons 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
States of America in Congress assembled, That title 18 of the United States Code 
is amended by inserting, immediately following section 14 thereof, the following 
new chapter: 

“CHAPTER 2.—AIRCRAFT 
“See, 
“31. Damaging, disabling, or destroying civil aircraft. 
“$31. Damaging, disabling, or destroying civil aircraft 

“Whoever willfully damages, disables, or destroys any civil aircraft which is 
used, operated, or employed in interstate or foreign commerce; or 

“Whoever willfully sets fire to, places any explosive substance on or near, or 
otherwise damages any hangar, terminal, signal, structure, property, appur- 
tenance, or facility used in the operation of aircraft or in the operation of any 
air carrier in interstate or foreign commerce, or otherwise makes any such 
hangar, terminal, signal, structure, property, appurtenance, or facility unwork- 
able or unusable or hazardous to work or use, with the intent to damage, disable, 
or destroy a civil aircraft which is used, operated, or employed in interstate or 
foreign commerce; or 

“Whoever willfully attempts to do any of the aforesaid acts or things— 

“Shall be fined not more than $10,000 or imprisoned not more than twenty 
years, or both. 

“Whoever is convicted of any such crime, which has resulted in the death of 
any person, shall be subject also to the death penalty or to imprisonment for 
life, if the jury shall in its discretion so direct, or, in the case of a plea of guilty, 
if the court in its discretion shall so order. 

“A judgment of conviction or acquittal on the merits under the laws of any 
State shall be a bar to any prosecution hereunder for the same act or acts.” 

Sec. 2. The analysis of part I of title 18 of the United States Code, immediately 
preceding chapter 1 of such title, is amended by inserting immediately after 
and below item— 


“Ts Gente) GRATION cane somicsiilen nese qentnsenitiadusbttimenninnd bameptbipd_s nd 
the following new item: 
POT RE ais as assis ccncipenicdoinsnnctlei aii nian ea ia iss hte ata anoietiDiap aa ata 31.” 


Sec. 3. The amendments made by this Act shall apply only with respect to 
offenses committed on or after the date of the enactment of this Act. 





[H. R. 7958, 84th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend title 18 of the United States Code so as to authorize the imposition of 
the death penalty for sabotage of aircraft 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That subsection (a) of section 2153 of title 
18 of the United States Code is amended (1) by inserting “(1)” after “(a)”, 
(2) by striking out “shall be fined” and inserting in lieu thereof “shall (except 
as provided in paragraph (2)) be fined”, and (3) by adding at the end thereof 
the following new paragraph: 

(2) Whoever, when the United States is at war, or in times of national 
emergency as declared by the President or by the Congress, with intent to 
injure, interfere with, or obstruct the United States or any associate nation in 
preparing for or carrying on the war or defense activities, or, with reason to 
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believe that his act may injure, interfere with, or obstruct the United States or 
any associate nation in preparing for or carrying on the war or defense activities, 
willfully injures, destroys, or attempts to injure or destroy any aireraft, shall 
be punished by death or by imprisonment for any term of years or for life.” 

Sec. 2. Subsection (a) of section 2155 of title 18 of the United States Code is 
amended (1) by inserting “(1)” after “(a)”, (2) by striking out “shall be fined” 
and inserting in lieu thereof “shall (except as provided in paragraph (2)) be 
fined”, and (3) by adding at the end thereof the following new paragraph: 

“(2) Whoever, with intent to injure, interfere with, or obstruct the national 
defense of the United States, willfully injures, destroys, or attempts to injure or 
destroy any aircraft, shall be punished by death or by imprisonment for any 
term. of years or for life.” 

Sec. 3..The amendments made by this Act shall apply only with respect to 
offenses committed on or after the date of the enactment of this Act. 


(H. R. 8133, 84th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend title 18 of the United States Code to make the damage, disablement, 
or destruction of civil aircraft a criminal offense, with increased penalties in cases 
resulting in the death of passengers or other persons 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That title 18 of the United States Code is 
amended by inserting, immediately following section 14 thereof, the following 
new chapter: 


“CHAPTER 2.—AIRCRAFT 
“Sec. 
“31. Damaging, disabling, or destroying civil aircraft. 


“$31. Damaging, disabling, or destroying civil aircraft 

“Whoever wilfully damages, disables, or destroys any civil aircraft which is 
used, operated, or employed in interstate or foreign commerce; or 

“Whoever willfully sets fire to, places any explosive substance on or near, or 
otherwise damages any hangar, terminal, signal, structure, property, appur- 
tenance, or facility used in the operation of aircraft or in the operation of any 
air carrier in interstate or foreign commerce, or otherwise makes any such 
hangar, terminal, signal, structure, property, appurtenance, or facility unwork- 
able or unusable or hazardous to work or use, with the intent to damage, disable, 
or destroy a civil aircraft which is used, operated, or employed in interstate or 
foreign commerce; or 

“Whoever willfully attempts to do any of the aforesaid acts or things— 

“Shall be fined not more than $10,000 or imprisoned not more than twenty 
years, or both. 

“Whoever is convicted of any such crime, which has resulted in the death of 
any person, shall be subject also to the death penalty or to imprisonment for 
life, if the jury shall in its discretion so direct, or, in the case of a plea of 
guilty, if the court in its discretion shall so order. 

“A judgment of conviction or acquittal on the merits under the laws of any 
State shall be a bar to any prosecution hereunder for the same act or acts.” 

Seo. 2. The analysis of part I of title 18 of the United States Code, imme- 
diately preceling chapter 1 of such title, is amended by inserting immediately 
after and below item— 


“FT Pn ANT WIND, hI an ah hace se acta cc elma ncn Sphere clink eoieangp eb tiaetibenietinliahacts hl a 
the following new item: 
Re a dn Sh aa eth ahictds eth tbc nt ceive bhai tinekeibthdiinndade dabbles SL”. 


Sec. 3. The amendments made by this Act shall apply only with respect to 
offenses committed on or after the date of the enactment of this Act. 





(H. R. 8134, 84th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend title 18 of the United States Code so as to authorize the imposition of 
the death penalty for sabotage of aircraft 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That subsection (a) of section 2153 of title 18 
of the United States Code is amended (1) by inserting “(1)” after “(a)”, (2) by 
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striking out “shall be fined” and inserting in lieu thereof “shall (except as 
provided in paragraph (2)) be fined”, and (3) by adding at the end thereof the 
following new paragraph: 

(2) Whoever, when the United States is at war, or in times of national 
emergency as declared by the President or by the Congress, with intent to injure, 
interfere with, or obstruct the United States or any associate nation in preparing 
for or carrying on the war or defense activities, or, with reason to believe that 
his act may injure, interfere with, or obstruct the United States or any associate 
nation in preparing for or carrying on the war or defense activities, willfully 
injures, destroys, or attempts to injure or destroy any aircraft, shall be punished 
by death or by imprisonment for any term of years or for life.” 

Sec. 2. Subsection (a) of section 2155 of title 18 of the United States Code 
is amended (1) by inserting “(1)” after “(a)”, (2) by striking out “shall be 
fined” and inserting in lieu thereof “shall (except as provided in paragraph 
(2)) be fined”, and (3) by adding at the end thereof the following new 
paragraph : 

(2) Whoever, with intent to injure, interfere with, or obstruct the national 
defense of the United States, willfully injures, destroys, or attempts to injure 
or destroy any aircraft, shall be punished by death or by imprisonment for any 
term of years or for life.” 

Sec. 3. The amendments made by this Act shall apply only with respect to 
offenses committed on or after the date of the enactment of this Act. 





[H. R. 8135, 84th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend title 18 of the United States Code to make the damage, disablement, or 
destruction of civil aircraft a criminal offense, with increased penalties in cases resulting 
in the death of passengers or other persons 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That title 18 of the United States Code is 
amended by inserting, immediately following section 14 thereof, the following 
new chapter: 

“CHAPTER 2.—AIRCRAFT 
“See. 
“31. Damaging, disabling, or destroying civil aircraft. 


“$31. Damaging, disabling, or destroying civil aircraft 

“Whoever willfully damages, disables, or destroys any civil aircraft which 
is used, operated, or employed in interstate or foreign commerce; or 

“Whoever willfully sets fire to, places any explosive substance on or near, or 
otherwise damages any hangar, terminal, signal, structure, property, appur- 
tenance, or facility used in the operation of aircraft or in the operation of any 
air carrier in interstate or foreign commerce, or otherwise makes any such 
hangar, terminal, signal, structure, property, appurtenance, or facility unwork- 
able or unusable or hazardous to work or use, with the intent to damage, disable, 
or destroy a civil aircraft which is used, operated, or employed in interstate 
or foreign commerce; or 

“Whoever willfully attempts to do any of the aforesaid acts or things— 

“Shall be fined not more than $10,000 or imprisoned not more than twenty 
years, or both. 

“Whoever is convicted of any such crime which has resulted in the death 
of any person shall be subject also to the death penalty or to imprisonment for 
life, if the jury shall in its discretion so direct, or, in the case of a plea of guilty, 
if the court in its discretion shall so order. 

“A judgment of conviction or acquittal on the merits under the laws of any 
State shall be a bar to any prosecution hereunder for the same act or acts.” 

Sec. 2. The analysis of part I of title 18 of the United States Code, immediately 
preceding chapter 1 of such title, is amended by inserting immediately after 
and below item 


OO ID IN acai natin bs ie ce nhs isin ncn We i a se: anni nla clan lg intone lla dais jg 


the following new item: 
TT a aaa psc ene ann See bt es tn ov deine apmninden sedate guceres teks tnie dane _—. 


Sec. 3. The amendments made by this Act shall apply only with respect to 
offenses committed on or after the date of the enactment of this Act. 
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[H. R. 8470, 84th Cong., 2d sess. ] 


A BILL To provide the death penalty for willfully wrecking an airplane, bus, or other 
motor vehicle in eases where passengers or other persons are killed, and for other 
purposes 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 

of America in Congress assembled, That title 18 of the United States Code is 

amended by inserting immediately after section 14 thereof the following new 
chapter : 


“CHAPTER 2.—AIRCRAFT AND BUSES AND OTHER Moror VEHICLES 
“See. 
“31. Damaging, disabling, or destroying civil aircraft. 
“32. Damaging, disabling, or destroying buses and other motor vehicles. 
“$31. Damaging, disabling, or destroying civil aircraft 

“Whoever willfully damages, disables, or destroys any civil aircraft which is 
used, operated, or employed in interstate or foreign commerce; or 

“Whoever willfully sets fire to, or otherwise damages, or places any explosive 
substance on or near, any hangar, terminal, signal, structure, property, appurte- 
nance, or facility used in the operation of aircraft or in the operation of any air 
carrier in interstate or foreign commerce, or otherwise makes any such hangar, 
terminal, signal, structure, property, appurtenance, or facility unworkable or 
unusable or hazardous to work or use, with the intent to damage, disable, or 
destroy a ¢ivil aircraft which is used, operated, or employed in interstate or 
foreign. commerce; or 

“Whoever willfully attempts to do any of the aforesaid acts or things— 

“shall be fined not more than $10,000 or imprisoned not more than twenty 
years, or both. 

“Whoever is convicted of any such crime, which has resulted in the death of 
any person, shall be subject also to the death penalty or to imprisonment for life, 
if the jury shall in its discretion so direct, or, in the case of a plea of guilty, if 
the court in its discretion shall so order. 

“A judgment of conviction or acquittal on the merits under the laws of any 
State shall be a bar to any prosecution hereunder for the same act or acts.” 
“$32. Damaging, disabling, or destroying buses and other motor vehicles 

“Whoever willfully damages, disables, or destroys any bus or other motor Ve 
hicle which is used, operated, or employed in interstate or foreign commerce; or 

“Whoever willfully sets fire to, or otherwise damages, or places any explosive 
substance on or near, any terminal, garage, signal, structure, property, appurte- 
nance, or facility used in the operation of buses or other motor vehicles in inter- 
state or foreign commerce, or otherwise makes any such terminal, garage, signal, 
structure, property, appurtenance, or facility unworkable or unusable or hazard- 
ous to work or use, with the intent to damage, disable, or destroy a bus or other 
motor vehicle which is used, operated, or employed in interstate or foreign 
cotnmerce > or 

“Whoever willfully attempts to do any of the aforesaid acts or things— 

“shall be fined not more than $10,000 or imprisoned not more than twenty 
years, or both. 

“Whoever is convicted of any such crime, which has resulted in the death of 
any person, shall be subject also to the death penalty or to imprisonment for life, 
if the jury shall in its discretion so direct, or, in the case of a plea of guilty, if 
the court in its discretion shall so order. 

“A judgment of conviction or acquittal on the merits under the laws of any 
State shall be a bar to any prosecution hereunder for the same act 0 racts. 

“When used in this section, the term ‘other motor vehicle’ means any vehicle 
propelled or drawn by mechanical power and used on the highways in the trans- 
portation of passengers or property.” 

Sec, 2. The analysis of part I of title 18 of the United States Code, immedi- 
ately preceding chapter 1 of such title, is amended by inserting immediately 
after and below item 
‘1. General provisions —- 


the following new item: 


“9 
- 


Sec, 3. The amendments made by this Act shall apply only with respect to 
offenses committed after the date of the enactment of this Act. 


Mr. Wiis. Mr. Keating— 
5066—56——2 
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STATEMENT OF KENNETH B. KEATING, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK 


Mr. Keating. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appreciate this 
privilege to appear in behalf of this legislation, which is identical 
with H. R. 468, which I introduced and sponsored in the 83d Congress. 

Mr. Wiis. Do you mean you anticipated this? 

Mr. Keatine. I have been trying to stir up the CAB for a long 
time before this recent tragic ceoibink, to do something about this 
proposition and I have had a bill in since January 1953, I believe. 
It was entirely clear to me that something like this was bound to hap- 
pen in the future and now it has happened and here we are. I think 
this thing should have some attention and should have it early. 

I addressed a letter to the CAB after this happened and I have a 
reply here dated December 5, 1955. They thought in general that 
H. R. 319 was sound and they favored the legislation, but they were 
getting together some more detailed comments and they say— 
Because of your definite and well-established interest in this type of legislation, 
we will send you a copy of our final legislative proposal as soon as it is ready 
for submission. 

That was December 5, 1955, and I have heard nothing since. But 
I think more important than tiny details is getting something done 
about this situation. 

Certainly the airplane has an importance in our world today beyond 
anything we have known in the past. It has influenced the life of 
each and every inhabitant of the globe. It has, in effect, shrunk the 
size of the world, revolutionized warfare and defensive measures, and 
completely altered the scope of world economy and military power. 

It is the very speed with which this revolution has proceeded that 
provides us with the dilemma we face today. The development, 
expansion and influence of the airplane on our daily life has been 
so rapid that it has completely outrun the laws on the statute books 
of our land. 

Law moves slowly, ponderously, but surely. And that is a good 
thing. But occasionally, as in the case of statutes concerning aircraft 
tampering, the law falls behind, and a fatal defect appears. It is 
the job of the Congress of the United States to plug that loophole as 
rapidly as possible. 

There has never been a Federal law dealing directly with the mali- 
cious destruction of aircraft. However, since air transportation today 
is almost completely an interstate matter, it is obvious that it has 
become a Federal responsibility to guard our airplanes and to provide 
sufficient penalties for those who tamper with them. 

The serious shortcomings of the present law were sharply drama- 
tized last November, when 44 persons lost their lives in the explosion 
of a bomb on a United Air Lines plane in Colorado. The dreadful 
crime involved in planting this bomb was not subject to adequate 
punishment under existing Federal statutes. 

It is indeed shocking to realize that the killer could only be tried 
under Federal law for violating the Interstate Commerce Commission 
regulations regarding the transportation of explosives. Conviction 
for such an offense carries with it merely a maximum punishment of 


See 








A NOR ST EE A 


WILLFUL DESTRUCTION OF AIRCRAFT OR MOTOR VEHICLES 7 


$10,000 and 10 years imprisonment. A small penalty, indeed, con- 
sidering the magnitude of such crimes when aircraft are involved. 

It is true, I believe, that the alleged killer has been indicted for 
murder in the jurisdiction where the plane started from. 

We must keep in mind that the very nature of the airplane cries 
out for special and specific legislation in respect to tampering at- 
tempts, because it is obvious any damage caused to an airplane will 
in many cases result in the death of some, if not all people aboard 
such a craft. Aircraft sabotage and mass murder—as illustrated in 
the United Air Lines catastrophe—often go hand in hand. 

I believe it is true that there are in a few States statutes to cover 
eer this type of crime. But there is little uniformity and few 
laws in the States—as in the Federal code—were drafted with this 
type of problem specifically in mind. Thus the statutes now on the 
books do not adequately cover the ground and do not provide penal- 
ties commensurate with the magnitude of the offense. 

It is my belief that H. R. 319, now before you, would clear up pres- 
ent shortcomings and create the needed uniformity. My proposal 
provides, peorens that anyone who attempts to damage or destroy 
an aircraft or places a bomb on it shall, if the attempt results in the 
death of any person, be subject to the most severe penalties of the Fed- 
eral code, including death. 

H. R. 319 also provides alternatives of $10,000 in fines or 20 years in 
prison, or both, if no deaths are involved. I believe that these penal- 
ties are sufficiently severe to deter most would-be plane saboteurs. 

The fact that the Federal Bureau of Investigation would be able to 

step into such cases—since it would be a Federal offense—would go a 
long way toward preventing a repetition of the terrible mishap of 
last November. I have received a letter from the Chairman of the 
Civil Aeronautics Board dated December 5, 1955, which states, in 
part, concerning my proposal— 
It is quite obvious that if this bill had been enacted at the time of the recent 
unfortunate disaster of United Air Lines, an adequate Federal criminal penalty 
would have been available, if the facts as we now understand them are borne 
out on trial. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, we in the United 
States, with our farflung and ever-expanding airpower upon which we 
place so much reliance, are treading on terribly thin ice when we do not 
provide adequate punishment for those who would tamper with and 
destroy our airplanes. Not only for the security of the life and 
property of each individual citizen, but for the very security of the 
Nation, we should act to supply that sufficient penalty. 

Here, for once, is a situation in which we can, by a single act, alle- 
viate much of the feeling of uneasiness which rides with all who fly in 
America’s planes today. 

I am told by several people connected with airlines that for a con- 
siderable period after this accident, people boarding the plane would 
make inquiry. In the first place they had a great many cancellations 
of passage and in addition to that people would inquire, “Has all 
the baggage been inspectéd?” and that sort of thing. It has caused 
great uneasiness among the traveling public. 


I feel that only by prompt action to tighten the laws governing 


malicious destruction of aircraft can we set the mind of the Nation 
at ease. 
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It is time to put the power of the Federal law as well as the FBI 
behind these cases, which, after all, should have been governed by 
Federal statute years ago. 

Let me emphasize again, Mr. Chairman, that we are dealing with 
an interstate transportation problem and we cannot thus rely on 
the States to handle it. This issue falls definitely within the scope 
and province of the Federal Government. Since the present laws 
are fatally deficient, we must take remedial steps at once. I hope the 
committee will agree with me and act favorably and swiftly on H. R. 
319. 

I have received, Mr. Chairman, a communication from the general 
counsel, Mr. Jack Scott, of the Association of Motor Bus Oeprators 
and the general tenor of it is that they favor this legislation but they 
think interstate buses should be included also. I suppose that raises 
a question of the railroads. I assume that that is something which 
your committee will at least want to consider. I have no fixed ideas. 
I haven’t thought it through, as to whether it should go further than 
just airplanes, but I thought I should bring that to your attention. 
[ presume a similar letter went to the committee. 

Mr. Wits. Tell me, under your proposal, would the death penalty 
be mandatory whenever the tampering results in death, or would 
there be other responsive penalties? 

Mr. Kerattnc. He would be subject to the death penalty or im- 
prisonment for life, if the jury should in its discretion so direct. Or 
in the case of a plea of guilty, if the court in its discretion, should so 
order. 

Mr. Crumpacxer. At a couple of places in the bill appears the 
phrase “within the jurisdiction of the United States.” Is that a 
phrase of art that has some special legal meaning’ If not, what 
specifically does it mean ? 

Mr. Keating. I think it is intended to mean that when the plane 
is flying over territory which is known as the United States. 

Mr. Crumracker. From the other language here on page 2— 

Mr. Keatrne. Before we leave that, could [ say to the gentleman, 
there is another great problem which your question has posed which 

I have also, Mr. Chairman, had a bill in on for a good many years. 
I have had it in so long I am not sure whether I put it in this session 
or not, to clarify this “question of committing crimes up in the air. 

There is serious doubt in my judgment, in the law, whether, if you 
want to commit a crime, the best place to do it isn’t to fly up over 
the District of Columbia, or some Federal territory, commit your 
crime and come back down. There may be some serious question 
whether you are not free from any prosecution because vou are not 
over a State which has a law governing that. 

But, that is another point. I am glad that the chairman is going 
into all of these air problems because there are some serious ones. 
Mr. Crumpacker. On page 2 of your bill, lines 6 through 10, 

includes the language— 


whether the injury or danger is so intended to take place within the jurisdiction 
of the United States, or after the aircraft shall have departed from there, 
so T assume you do not intend to limit it just to the time when the 
plane is flying over, for example, the continental United States. 

I would assume from reading the bill that it is intended to apply 
not only within the continental United States, but also the possessions 
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and territories, in a plane flying from, for example, some of these 
scattered islands in the oceans where the airliners stop to refuel. 
Any such territory might be under the jurisdiction of the United 
States, whether it is legally a part of United States territory, or not. 

Mr. Kearine. The person to be convicted under this would have 
had to do an act of sabotage to the plane, placing the bomb on it or 
something, somewhere in the United States, but it would apply— 
he would be guilty of the crime if the explosion or something took 
place after the aircraft had departed from the United States. 

Mr. Crumpacker. By the “United States,” do you mean including 
Territories and possessions ¢ 

Mr. Keratine. Well, I think it does, but certainly those words 
should be added if it does not. We use the expression “the United 
States, its Territories and possessions.’ 

Mr. Crumpacker. Well, "T was thinking the term “jurisdiction of 
the United States,” would probably include all of those things. 

Mr. Keratine. “Jurisdiction of the United States,” I think, would 
include all of those. 

Mr. Crumpacker. And perhaps also areas which are not under 
American administration te from where American aircraft are 
operated. 

Mr. Keatine. I would think it would include those. 

Mr. Crumpacker. On page 2, lines 11 to 15, dealing with the death 
penalty and life impr isonment in the case of death resulting from 
such an act of sabotage, the language is— 


shall be subject also to the death penalty or to imprisonment for life, if the 
jury shall, in its discretion, so direct, or in the case of a plea of guilty, if the 
court, in its discretion, shall so order. 

Doesn’t that omit the possible case of trial by the court without a 
jury ? 

Mr. Krattne. Well, I guess it does. 

Would that ever take place i in a Federal court? Iam not sure. In 
the State of New York you can’t plead guilty to murder. I guess 
you can’t plead guilty to any offense punishable by death. I am not 
sure. I think counsel ought to examine into that question because 
certainly we should cover the situation you mention if it is not covered. 

Mr. Crumpacker. In Indiana State practice it is possible to waive 
a jury at any time you wish. I am informed by counsel here that 
where there is a Federal crime, State practice e and procedure doesn’t 
apply and you can’t waive a jury where there is a possible death 
pensity involved. 

Mr. Keatine. That is an impression of mine but I am not sure 
about it. 

Mr. Taytor. Isn’t it the rule in Federal practice where the State 
law is in conflict with the Federal law, that the Federal law shall 
prevail for all Federal offenses ? 

Mr. Keatrne. In substantive law I think, yes. 

Mr. Taytor. Mr. Keating, you spoke about the possibility of em- 
bracing in your bill trains and buses. Is there any existing statute 
now that covers ships at sea ? 

Mr. Keratine. Not to my knowledge. 

Mr. Taytor. Don’t you think that ‘airplanes come within the same 

ategory as buses and trains? 
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Mr. Kratinc. Yes, and maybe even more so. That is, it is probably 
even closer to the airplane situation. 

Mr. Curtis. I would like to ask about the provision in the bill limit- 
ing our jurisdiction to acts done on United States territory, and ask 
whether we could borrow from the maritime law which gives Federal 
jurisdiction to crimes committed on American ships, and if we could 
not base jurisdiction in these cases on the fact that certain acts have 
resulted in the commission of crime on an American plane while in 
flight in the free air or in air over the United States. 

In other words, if one of these planes stopped in Cuba and some- 
body put a bomb on it, that would not come within the bill as now 
drafted, but I suggest that there could be grounds for claiming Fed- 
eral jurisdiction. I wondered if the witness had given any considera- 
tion to that point. 

Mr. Keatine. I suppose we would run into some difficulty, some 
international complications, perhaps, if we sought to charge someone 
who placed a bomb in Cuba with a crime punishable here. We might 
encounter trouble. They would say, “Well, this is impinging on our 
jurisdiction because this act was done in a jurisdiction other than the 
United States.” 

Anything done on the ship or airplane could be made a crime, I 
guess, just like it ison ships. A ship is in the jurisdiction of the United 
States. We could enlarge the jurisdiction of the United States—or 
that may now exist—to include an airplane which is governed by the 
Federal regulatory bodies of this country. 

Mr. Curtis. Mr. Chairman, I just express the hope that the com- 
mittee may explore that question in its consideration of this bill. 

Mr. Witxts. I think the words, “within the jurisdiction of the 
United States,” would probably include the continental United States, 
Territories of the United States, possessions of the United States, and 
jurisdictions where under treaties with other countries we have nor- 
mal jurisdiction in the broad field of administration of criminal law. 
As to the latter I don’t know about that, but I do know that by treaties 
we have some reserve jurisdiction by virtue of treaties with foreign 
countries. I wouldn’t want any less than that, but I don’t suppose you 
could ask for more than that under the provisions of the bill. I 
imagine your wording is probably as broad as we can reach although 
I am not sure at all about that. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Keating. 

Mr. Keartine. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Wuuts. Mr. Robsion, you appear next on the list. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN M. ROBSION, JR., A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF KENTUCKY 


Mr. Rogston. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate your giving me the 
opportunity to appear before your committee in support of H. R. 
7957. I also introduced H. R. 7958 which I do not wish considered. 

Following the disclosure severa] months ago that a Colorado boy 
had placed a bomb on a commercial airplane which exploded while 
the plane was in the air killing his mother and several passengers, 
I made a study of the subject to determine what Federal laws might 
cover such a crime. Much to my surprise, I found that there was 
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no Federal law making the act a criminal offense. And, if the offi- 
cials at the time had known there was no Federal law involved, 
there would have been no authority for the investigation of the FBI 
which uncovered the cause of the explosion. Without that investi- 
gation it is unlikely the identity of the one responsible for it would 
have ever been disclosed. 

While the criminal laws of the various States probably would pro- 
vide adequate punishment for offenses involving the destruction of 
airplanes and the killing of their passengers, as the Colorado law 
does in the case I have mentioned, I can visualize many situations 
which make a Federal law covering the subject highly desirable. For 
example, the Federal Bureau of Investigation and other Federal 
agencies are better able to investigate the causes of airplane acci- 
dents than the law enforcement officials of any one State, and in the 
absence of a Federal statute there would be no authority for a Fed- 
eral investigation. Secondly, the circumstances surrounding the de- 
struction of an airplane might be such that it would be difficult to 
determine where the crime was committed, and which State would 
have jurisdiction over the crime. 

Section 14, title 18 of the United States Code has long made it a 
Federal offense to disable or destroy a train engaged in interstate 
commerce, but this title was never extended to include airplanes. 

Realizing the importance of closing the loophole in the law with 
respect to airplanes as soon as possible, on the first day of this session 
of Congress I introduced a bill, H. R. 7957, to amend title 18 of the 
United States Code. This would make the damage, disablement, or 
destruction of civil aircraft a criminal offense, with the death pen- 
alty permitted in cases resulting in the death of passengers or other 
persons. 

A somewhat similar bill to mine has already passed the Senate, and 
I hope that this committee will act to favorably report H. R. 7957, 
with any desired amendments, in order that the oversight in the pres- 
ent law will be corrected without further delay. 

Mr. Wiiuis. Thank you. 

Mr. Crumpacker. I suppose if a bomb was placed aboard an air- 
plane in one State and it lows up over another State, a serious ques- 
tion of jurisdiction could arise and that in itself is one important rea- 
son for the need for Federal legislation; is it not? 

Mr. Rogston. Yes, sir; and secondly, of course, there might be some 
question as to where the explosion occurred. There could be, easily, 
some question as to where the explosion occurred. 

As a matter of fact, there are possibilities that could arise that 
would raise some important questions that it points up the absolute 
necessity of a Federal law as quickly as possible to cover the subject. 

Mr. Wits. Your bill does try to fix jurisdiction in one or several 
particular districts or do you leave that to the normal interpretation 
of jurisdiction over crimes where committed ? 

Does your bill try to say he shall be prosecuted in a certain district ? 

Mr. Rorston. No, sir; it just makes it a Federal offense. 

Mr. Wiiu1s. Where would the jurisdiction lie under the hypotheti- 
cal question posed by Mr. Crumpacker—namely, a bomb being placed 
in one State and exploding across the other State line. Would there 
be a dual jurisdiction or what ? 
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Mr. Rosston. I would say there would be dual jurisdiction. For 
example, probably at the place where the bomb was placed in the plane 
and secondly where the explosion occurred. 

Mr. Taytor. Where a Federal court takes jurisdiction, the crime 
must be committed in the district wherein the crime took place; is 
that right ? 

Mr. Ropston. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Tayvor. I agree with the gentleman that it is important to 
bring in the FBI for inv estigation ‘of that which is not now available 
to the States. 

Secondly, you should bring this crime under Federal jurisdiction 
because there are instances when you probably couldn’t determine 
where the bomb went off. You couldn’t determine where the bomb 
was put aboard because the airplanes stop in interstate transportation 
and on many occasions it would be very difficult to determine. 

I think the most important factor in giving jurisdiction here to the 
Federal Government is the fact that you wouldn’t have to worry about 
the site of the commission of the crime. 

Mr. Rosston. There is another very important point that I believe 
makes this type of legislation necessary. Suppose the crime could be 
determined to have been committed in a State where you do not have 
the death penalty. 

Now, in my opinion, the crime was of such a nature that the death 
penalty should be permitted. ‘At the present time, there could be a 
situation where the death penalty could not be invoked. 

Mr. Tayvor. This provision of your bill at line 22: 

A judgment of conviction or acquittal on the merits under the laws of any 
State shall be a bar to any prosecution hereunder for the same act or acts, 
Isn’t that taken care of in the Constitution which says a man-ean not 
be placed twice in jeopardy ? 

Mr. Rorston. You can go back to your whisky cases. There was 
dual jurisdiction there. 

Mr. Taytor. Under the prohibition law. 

Mr. Rosison. Under the prohibition law. 

Mr. Taytor. You could convict a man under State law and later 
convict him under the Federal law. 

Mr. Rorston. I presume he could. I know he could be convicted 
twice, so I suppose it would work the other way as well. You could 
convict him after he had been acquitted in a State court. 

Mr. Wixuts. ‘Thank you very much. 

Mr. Rorston. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Wutts. The next witness on the list is our colleague and mem- 
ber of this committee, Mr. Hillings. 


STATEMENT OF PATRICK J. HILLINGS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Hrxitnes. I have already listened to the testimony of our two 
distinguished iélidagens and there is little I can add to their 
dise ussion. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge favorable consideration of H. R. 8133, legis- 
lation which I have introduced to amend title 18 of the United ‘States 
Code to make the damage, disablement, or destruction of civil aircraft 
a criminal offense, with increased penalties in cases resulting in the 
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~— of passengers or other persons. I also urge favorable consid- 

‘ation of H. R. 8134 introduced by me which would amend title 18 
of the United States Code so as to authorize the imposition of the 
death penalty for sabotage of aircraft. 

I am sure that the committee recalls the tragic death of some 44 
persons aboard the United Airlines plane last year over Colorado. It 
was found that the plane had been blown up by a bomb planted in 
the baggage compartment apparently by a person who desired to col- 
lect life insurance on one of the passengers. The person who com- 
mitted this crime might not be subject to prosecution under existing 
Federal law because he may not have intended to harm the United 
States which is required to order to commit a crime of sabotage. 

A person might also find it more desirable to destroy an aircraft in 
the skies over certain States where no death penalty is in existence. 
For example, the death penalty has been completed eliminated in 
Maine, Minnesota, and Wisconsin. Michigan has the death penalty 
for only treason. North Dakota has the death penalty for treason 
‘ind murder which is committed by a prisoner who is serving a life 
sentence. Rhode Island has the death penalty for murder committed 
by one who is serving a life sentence. 

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, even State law in many jurisdictions 
might not act as a sufficient detestrennt to prevent a repetition of the 
killing of persons aboard aircraft today. ‘This is a serious loophole in 
the Federal law which should be plugged immediately. I appreciate 
the fact that the committee is currently holding these hearings, and 
I trust that they will result in more adequate protection for passengers 
and crew members who fly our commercial airlines. 

With regard to this problem of State versus Federal jurisdiction, 

I understand the Federal Government would have a choice, much as 
it would have under violations of the antitrust laws, in a case where 
an airplane blew up. The Government might be able to prosecute 
in one particular Federal jurisdiction w here the offense occurred, or 
in another where the bomb was placed on the plane. Then too, I 
was thinking the other night as I was in an airplane and listening 
to a small radio I hav e whic ‘h fits on the window of the pli ine, that the 
speed with which aircraft fly is so great that you are in and out of 
range of radio stations so fast that you can hardly listen to the com- 
pletion of a 15-minute program before you lose complete track of 
one station and you are in another range. 

Certainly, that would apply to jurisdictions. It seems to me that 
with the jet ‘age on us and since we are about to have jet aircraft flying 
commere ially : across this country at tremendous speeds, we could get 
into all kinds of problems as to which States would have ju risdiction 
for crimes committed in the air. Since we are now in the jet age, that 
is another reason it is time for us to seriously consider Federal juris- 
diction in crimes committed aboard aircraft in the United States 
traveling in interstate commerce. 

There is another point too that I think is interesting. I talked to the 
United States attorney in Denver, Colo., who was conducting the in- 
quiry into the case of the United Air Lines plane blown up over Col- 
orado last year. In his discussion with me over the telephone, he 
admitted that it certainly was a great hardship for the Federal Gov- 
ernment to investigate the case w hen it turned out there was no strong 
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law under which the man who was apprehended could be prosecuted. 

For example, the man blowing up an airplane under present Fed- 
eral Jaw might very well avoid prosecution under the sabotage phases 
of the law by saying that he had no desire to harm the United States. 

All he wanted to do was collect the life insurance on his mother, or 
whoever it happened to be. 

Under the present law as I understand it, in order to complete the 
necessary elements of the crime there must be a showing that he in- 
tended to harm the United States, and the man could say “I had no 
intent to harm the United States, I just wanted to collect the in- 
surance.” 

Reference was made earlier by Mr. Robsion, of Kentucky, to the fact 
that there are different rules in various States regarding the death 
penalty. I have just researched that, and to mention it very briefly, 
we can point this out. 

The death penalty has been completely eliminated in Maine, Minne- 
sota, and Wisconsin. Michigan has the death penalty only for trea- 
son. North Dakota has the death penalty for treason and murder 
which is committed by a prisoner who is serving a life sentence. 
Rhode Island has the death penalty for murder committed by one who 
is serving a life sentence. 

One could pick and choose where to commit a Federal crime. In 
order to protect the lives of millions of Americans today who fly the 
airlines, plus the crew members, we have to plug this particular loop- 
hole and make sure we don’t have repetitions of the sort of thing 
we saw in Colorado last year which shocked the Nation. 

Mr. Tayvor. We are dealing now only with blowing up airplanes. 
How about murder, robbery, and all other crimes? Is there any 
statute presently covering that kind of a situation ? 

Mr. Hiturnes. Do you mean that would actually occur abroad the 
aircraft ? 

Mr. Taytor. I am not sure there is a statute that covers murder 
aboard an airplane. I don’t believe there is one that would actually 
cover it. In the past, whenever this question has come up involving 
damage or destruction or cecal ice Bee that of aircraft, the Fed- 
eral authorities usually think of the Sabotage Act but as I have indi- 
cated earlier, that doesn’t seem to me to be at all adequate for the 
type of situation with which we are dealing at the moment. It seems 
to me that there is a broader field in this rapidly moving era in which 
we live that we have to think about. 

Mr. Wituis. It is my impression that crimes committed aboard an 
aircraft would be covered under the general law. Iam not sure about 
that. So the record will be a little more clear on the question of 
jurisdiction, I asked our counsel whether he had discussed that prob- 
lem with the Department of Justice, and I would like for him in his 
own words to tell us the opinion of the Justice Department so that 
the matter is not left up in the air. 

Your bills as at present are sufficient without going into detail as 
to in what district prosecution shall be had. 

Mr. Bricxrretp. Mr. Chairman, I was in conversation with the 
assistant United States attorney and with the Administrative Office 
of the United States Courts. One of the attorneys in the Department 
of Justice tells me that the bills which are pending in this committee 
are substantially similar to statutory law now on the books relating to 
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railroads and railroad trains and in which is used the broad language 
“within the jurisdiction of the United States.” . 

He advised me that “within the jurisdiction of the United States” 
means and includes within the continental limits of the United States, 
its possessions and Territories, plus any place outside of the physical 
limits of the United States concerning which the United States has 
entered into a treaty with any foreign nation, and in accordance with 
the provisions of the treaty, the United States has been granted juris- 
diction. 

Now, in the past, the United States has had United States courts in 
China. We no longer have them there. ‘They were terminated. 
That was one example cited to me of the United States courts having 
extraterritorial jurisdiction outside the continental limits of the 
United States. 

Mr. Wuu1s. Address yourself to the other problem as to where the 
prosecution would be had if a bomb was placed in one State and ex- 
plosion occurred in the other. Is there any necessity to go into further 
detail on that point, than we find in the bills. I am inclined to 
answer that we need not go into more detail. 

Mr. Bricxrietp. Mr. Chairman, I did not discuss that question 
specifically with anybody in the Department of Justice. I can say 
this, that in most States—in New York State, for example, you must 
be tried in the county wherein the crime was committed. And quite 
often the question is raised by a defendant that he can’t be tried in a 
certain county because the crime was not committed within the limits 
of that county. 

It usually ee a question of fact for the jury to decide. And 
if there is sufficient evidence for the jury to find that a crime was com- 
mitted in a particular county, then the appellate courts will not dis- 
turb the decision. 

I might say also that the question of jurisdiction is one that has 
long been before the courts and I am quite certain that there is a long 
line of judicial decisions interpreting and laying down the rule as to 
where a particular crime happened to have taken place. 

In this connection there is a chapter in title 18 of the United States 
Code that deals exclusively with the jurisdiction and venue of our 
Federal district courts. One section of that chapter deals with homi- 
cide and provides that the trial shall take place where the injury was 
inflicted without regard to where the crime was initiated. 

Another section deals with continuing offenses and states that a 
crime begun in one place and running through several States and 
finally completed in still another place may be prosecuted in any of the 
places involved. 

Still another section states that when a crime has been committed ' 
outside the United States—but not outside the jurisdiction of our 
courts, of course—the person is to be tried in the district in which he 
is later found in the United States, or in the district to which he is 
returned, if he is brought back to the United States. 

Mr. Hitirnes. Mr. Chairman, on the basis of that discussion by 
counsel, I can certainly foresee a situation where an airplane traveling 
at about 600 miles an hour with about 80 passengers aboard, which is 
contemplated on jet aircraft, commercially, where a crime such as this 
could be committed, there could be a legal question as to whether the 
man was being tried actually in the county or the area under State law 
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where the crime was committed. It would be almost impossible actu- 
ally to determine that fact. But if you left this question merely to 
State law in the future, it seems to me that there could be some very 
serious problems raised. 

Mr. Wuu1s. That is not the point we are talking about. We are 
talking about assuming the passage of your bill, would any problems 
be involved as to jurisdiction within or among the several districts. I 
don’t think there would be. 

Mr. Hittrnes. Added to that, it seems to me that the Federal district 
being much larger, it would be much more easy to ascertain that ques- 
tion than would be the case if we did not pass such legislation and 
allowed the State law to apply where counties would be involved. 

Mr. Wits. You feel there is no need to spell it out in more detail 
than is already in the bill and as exists in the general body of criminal 
law. 

Mr. Hitiines. That is right. 

Mr. Wituts. Our next witness is our colleague from Texas, on the 
list, and according to the numerical order of the program. 


STATEMENT OF HON. FRANK IKARD, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS 


Mr. Ixarp. I will not proceed to discuss the need for this legislation 
which I think has already been clearly shown, and the bill which I have 
introduced which is H. R. $135, follows the law counsel mentioned in 
title 18, section 1992, of the code dealing with railroad trains. This 
bill covers all the appurtenances of airports and other things neces- 
sary in the movement of aircraft as well as the aircraft themselves. 

If I might address myself just a moment to this question of jurisdic- 
tion that has been raised, personally I feel that is something that 
should not be of any great concern to anybody, even though we are 
just approaching a jet age as has been mentioned here. 

‘The matter of jurisdiction concerning crimes of a continuing nature 
and other acts which raise a question of jurisdiction have been with the 
courts for a long time and are well settled. The method both from an 
acqministrative standpoint and from a strict legal standpoint, there is 
pienty of law and frankly, Mr. Chairman, the general terms that are 
used in all these bills from the jurisdictional standpoint, would take 
care of the situation. 

That concludes what I have to say. 

Mr. Wituts. We are glad to have your opinion. 

Mr. Ikarp. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Wituis. Now, Mr. Hill, our colleague from Colorado. 


STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM S. HILL, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF COLORADO 


Mr. Tlie. Mr. Chairman, I assure you it is an honor to appear be- 
fore this august body especially when the good chairman understands 
that I am a member of the Agriculture Committee and now I am 
facing five top lawyers, so I am quite nervous and disturbed. 

ut, | have a very simple statement to make in support of my own 
bill (H. R. 8470). One of the reasons, of course, is that this airplane 
accident which was so terrible happened in November some thirty-odd 
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miles from where I live, over my own district, near Longmont, Colo. 
With the consent of the committee, I would like to file an editori al from 
the Longmont Times, and also the reports from the State Department 
on my bill, the Interstate Commerce Commission, and also from the 
National Advisory Committee on Aeronautics. 

I would like to file those, if you don’t mind. 

Mr. Wixtuts. They will be received. 


(The documents referred to follow :) 
[From the Longmont (Colo.) Times-Call, Tuesday, December 20, 1955 
Ir Must NEVER HAPPEN AGAIN—HERE OR ANYPLACE 


A United States Senator and two Congressmen have enlisted their support in 
a growing public demand that the Nation’s greatest mass murder which claimed 
44 lives in a Longmont sugar-beet field when a dynamite bomb blew up a 
United Air Lines Mainliner last November, will never occur again. 

Although no concrete plan has yet been developed to protect air passengers 
from future smuggling of bombs aboard commercial planes, several possible 
measures are being mulled over in Civil Aeronautics Board and Federal Bureau 
of Investigation conferences. 

John Gilbert Graham, a Denver man arrested by the FBI in connection with 
the bombing, is now undergoing sanity tests following his arraignment in 
Denver district court on a State murded charge and his plea of “innocent and 
innocent by reason of insanity.” 

Graham was originally held on a Federal charge that prohibits sabotage of a 
national-defense installation which is interpreted to include commercial planes. 
Because such a law does not provide the death penalty, Graham was charged in 
the State court with murder for smuggling a bomb aboard the plane in the 
luggage of his mother, Mrs. Daisy King, who was among 44 persons killed in 
the crash. 

In the meantime, Senator Magnuson (Democrat, Washington) and Repre- 
sentative Keating (Republican, New York) plan to introduce bills when Congress 
convenes in January setting the penalty at death for airline sabotage. 

Representative Hill (Republican, Colorado) in whose Congressional District 
the crash occurred, says legislation dealing with the problem should be handled 
by either the Judiciary or Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committees, and 
promises to discuss it with both. 

“TI think we certainly ought to have some legislation out of the Judiciary Com- 
mittee making such acts as the gentleman accused in this instance subject to 
the death penalty. In other words, making sabotage punishable by death if 
planned through any transportation of baggage. 

“I shall see that every consideration is given the proper legislation to protect 
innocent people from such sabotage.” 

Of course that raises the question of : What is proper legislation? 

The CAB, whose job is deciding on regulations for airlines, through its right 
arm, the Civil Aeronautics Administration has asked aircraft manufacturers 
if they can design a plane so that a baggage compartment explosion would not 
destroy the entire plane but merely blow off a door. 

The CAA also has asked insurance companies to make certain policies offered 
plane passengers do not provide inducement to potential bombers. 

CAA officials say baggage checks aren't feasible unless they are done mechani- 
cally. They point out that if you had 60 passengers waiting to board a plane, 
und you took 3 minutes to open each one’s luggage, you'd spend 180 minutes, 
enough time to fly from New York to Miami. 

Various instrument makers have come up with inspection devices which 
they claim may aid in detecting explosives in baggage. 

The CAA reports that one solution would be to put luggage on a conveyor 
belt and run it through some device which would detect the bomb. Since the 
Longmont disaster, at least two firms have offered such a solution. Another 
device offered would act as an X-ray or fluroscopic machine taking pictures of 
the contents of the suitcase. 

One CAA spokesman, however, discounted both plans and warns of the danger 
that they might set off a bomb. 

Other CAA officials seem to feel that the possibility of a repetition of the 
Longmont horror is very slight. 
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However, records show that bombs have been placed aboard commercial 
planes before, and in all probability, they will be again. 

A shocked Nation, in letters to newspapers, makes it very clear that the 
people want responsible officials to make certain through proper inspection 
regulations that such air-mass murders shall never occur again. 

While the CAA is studying the problem, words comes that no decision has 
been made yet, “but” says one CAA official, “we want to consider every safety 
precaution.” 

Some decision may be expected, possibly in January, after Congress convenes. 
At least that’s the indication from Representatives Hill and Keating and Sena- 
tor Magnuson. 

And the people want and deserve a decision which will protect them. 





DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, February 29, 1956. 
The Honorable EMANUEL CELLER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of Representatives. 


Dear Mr. CELLER: Reference is made to your letter of January 23, 1956, re- 
questing comments of the Department of State on H. R. 8470, a bill to provide 
the death penalty for willfully wrecking an airplane, bus, or other motor vehicle 
in cases where passengers or other persons are killed, and for other purposes. 

The use of the term “civil aircraft” in H. R. 8470 appears to indicate an 
intent that the provisions of the section be applicable to certain crimes in- 
volving specified aircraft of foregn as well as United States registry. The 
Department supports such applicability. 

Since, under the definition contained in section 1 of the Civil Aeronautics 
Act of 1988, as amended, the term “air carrier” means any citizen of the 
United States who undertakes to engage in air transportation, it is suggested 
that H. R. 8570 would more fully reflect the intent mentioned above if line 9, 
page 2 of the bill were amended by the deletion of the comma after the word 
“commerce” and by the insertion at that point of the words “or any foreign 
air carrier in foreign commerce,”. 

The Department has been informed by the Bureau of the Budget that there 
is no objection to the submission of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
THRUSTON B. MorTOoN, 
Assistant Secretary, 
(For the Secretary of State). 





INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION, 
Washington 25, D. C., February 28, 1956. 
The Honorable EMANUEL CELLER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. CELLER: Your letter of January 23, 1956, addressed to the Chair- 
man of the Commission and requesting comments on a bill, H. R. 8470, intro- 
duced by Congressman Hill, to provide the death penalty for willfully wreck- 
ing an airplane, bus, or other motor vehicle in cases where passengers or other 
people are killed, and for other purposes, has been referred to our Committee 
on Legislation. After careful consideration by that Committee, I am authorized 
to submit the following comments in its behalf: 

H. R. 8470 appears to be modeled after section 1992 of title 18 of the United 
States Code, which relates to the wrecking of railroad trains, and provides 
the same penalties. 

The proposed measure would amend title 18 of the United States Code by insert- 
ing immediately after section 14 thereof a new chapter entitled “Chapter 2.—Air- 
craft and buses and other motor vehicles.” The new chapter would be composed 
of two sections, section 31, entitled “Damaging. disabling, or destroying civil 
aircraft,” and section 32, entitled “Damaging, disabling, or destroying buses 
and other motor vehicles.” Proposed section 31 does not pertain to the juris- 
diction or functions of this Commission, and for that reason we are not in a 
position to express a helpful opinion with respect to its merits. Our comments, 
therefore, shall be confined to proposed section 32. 
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Under the provisions of section 32 of the proposed measure, anyone who will- 
fully damages, disables, or destroys any bus or other motor vehicle used, oper- 
ated, or employed in interstate or foreign commerce; or who willfully sets fire 
to, or otherwise damages, or places any explosive substance on or near any 
terminal, garage, or other facility used in the operation of such buses or motor 
vehicles, or who willfully attempts to do any of these acts would be subject to a 
fine of not more than $10,000 or imprisonment for not more than 20 years, or 
both. Anyone convicted of any such crime which results in the death of any 
person would be subject also to the death penalty or life imprisonment. 

This Commission has been responsible for the regulation of interstate motor 
earriers with respect to safety of operation for some 20 years. Although we 
have no record of damage to or destruction of such vehicles shown to have been 
due to the criminal practices described in section 32 of the bill, it is clear that 
willful damage to or destruction of motor vehicles used in the transportation of 
passengers and property, particularly vehicles used in the transportation of 
explosives and other dangerous commodities, could seriously jeopardize the 
safety of a great many persons, as well as the passengers. The proposed measure 
appears to provide a proper deterrent to such criminal acts. 

However, we recommend that consideration be given to qualifying the unre- 
stricted use of the word “damages” in section 32. It would appear that the 
provisions “Whoever willfully damages * * *” and “whoever willfully sets 
fire to, or otherwise damages * * *” (emphasis added) are too broad in that 
they could result in rather severe punishment for what might be a relatively 
minor offense. 

Subject to the aforementioned suggestions and comments, we have no objec- 
tion to the enactment of H. R. 8470. 

Respectfully submitted. 

(Signed) Anthony F. Arpaia, 
Chairman, Committee on Legislation. 
ANTHONY ARPAIA, 
J. M. JOHNSON. 
OWENS CLARKE. 


NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR AERONAUTICS, 
Washington 25, D. C., February 29, 1956. 
Hon. EMANUEL CELLER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. CeELLER: Your letter of January 23, 1956, requesting an expression 
of the views of NACA on H. R. 8470, a bill to provide the death penalty for 
willfully wrecking an airplane, bus, or other motor vehicle in cases where pas- 
sengers or other persons are killed, and for other purposes. 

NACA endorses the proposed legislation and recommends its passage by 
the Congress. 

Clearance of the Bureau of the Budget has been obtained to submit this reply. 

Sincerely, 
J. F. Victory, Executive Secretary. 

Mr. Hitx. I would like to say just a word on the bill and not inter- 
fere with the time of the committee. 

Now, I just say this much about H. R. 8470, prepared very carefully 
by the legislative counsel of the House. The solicitors prepared 
this bill at our request. 

Now, we make very little changes in the present law, in that we 
just provide that title 18 of the United States Code is amended by 
inserting immediately after section 14, a new chapter, chapter 2, 

“Airer -aft, buses and other motor vehicles.” 

Then we have paragraphs 31 and 32 which take care first of the 

airplane and second of destroying—well, I will read it: 


Damaging, disabling or destroying buses and other motor vehicles. 


We felt working on this basis, we wouldn’t get into any legal diffi- 
culties because we have already the basic laws and all we tr ied to do 
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was to make simple amendments. I am sure you have a copy of my 
bill and you have read it and your chairman, Mr. Celler, gave me the 
copies of the report he got on my bill. 

I might say in closing that I think speed is the essence and we 
don’t get into much difficulty if we propose a couple of amendments. 

I believe that in these reports you will see that they indicate that a 
word or two should be changed. 

I would like to read you what the National Advisory Committee 
for Aeronautics said on my bill—and I thought it was very important. 
This is to Mr. Celler: 

Your letter of January 23, 1956, requesting an expression of the views of 
NACA on H. R. 8470, a bill to provide the death penalty for willfully wrecking 
an airplane, bus or other motor vehicle in cases where passengers or other per- 
sons are killed, and for other purposes, NACA endorses the proposed legislation 
and recommends passage by the Congress. 

Mr. Witu1s. In other words, they didn’t quibble at all. 

Mr. Hiny. Neither did the State Department and neither did the 
Department of Commerce. 

I say to this great committee that I was quite surprised that a hard- 
ware merchant and an agricultural worker could write a bill that the 
lawyers would approve almost without exception. 

I thank you very much and I do hope that you see fit to give the 
House an opportunity to act on some of these bills. I have no pride 
of authorship. I was only doing something that really needs correc- 
tion, when we learned in Colorado there was no legislation, nationally 
under which we could try the rascal who wrecked this plane to get 
his mother’s insurance, killing 44 people and no United States law 
that would permit or require the death penalty. A terrible thing. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Wits. We certainly appreciate your appearance. 

Mr. Hitz. Thank you. 

Mr. Witus. The next witness on our list is D. W. Markham, as- 
sistant counsel of the Air Transport Association of America. 

Mr. Markham, we are pleased to have you with us. 


STATEMENT OF D. W. MARKHAM, ASSISTANT GENERAL COUNSEL, 
THE AIR TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA 


Mr. Marxuam. I am D. W. Markham, assistant general counsel of 
the Air Transport Association of America. Our headquarters are 
located at 1107 16th Street NW., Washington, D.C. Our association 
includes in its membership the great majority of the scheduled air- 
lines of the United States, ine luding carriers who operate domestically 
within the continental United States and carriers who operate to our 
Territories and possessions and to foreign countries. 

Our members are very much interested in the proposed legislation 
which your subeommittee is considering today, and we appreciate the 
opportunity to acquaint you with our views on it. We are hopeful 
that legislation on this subject can be enacted at the current session. 

Happily, disasters of the type which inspire interest in legislation 
on this subject occur only infrequently. Sometimes, when they occur 
outside our own country, we are able to regard them with some degree 
of detachment. But even then, some of us may wonder whether our 
laws would be adequate to deal with such a situation had it occurred 
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in thiscountry. But when one does occur here at home, it is so shock- 
ing that the question becomes one of pressing importance and wide- 
spread interest. The disaster at Longmont, Colo., last fall, when a 
United Air Lines plane carrying 44 persons was allegedly blow up 
by a time bomb placed in the baggage, had that effect. 

One member of your committee had anticipated the question and 
had introduced legislation both in the 83d Congress and in the open- 
ing days of the first session of this C ongress. His bill is one of those 
pending before your committee—H. R. 319, introduced by Mr. Keat- 
ing on January 5, 1955. As a result of the Longmont incident, a 
number of bills were introduced in the current session. These bills 
seem to reflect a fairly general opinion that our present Federal laws 
are inadequate, in one respect or another, to cover such a situation. 
We agree with that opinion. 

The different techniques adopted in the bills indicate the present 
statutory provisions which might be applied to situations of this type, 
and they also point up the respects in which our present laws are defi- 
cient. In general, the bills adopt one of three techniques. 

A number of them would amend the Criminal Code by adding a new 
provision patterned after the provision on wrec ‘king trains which 
appears in section 1992, title 18, of the United States ¢ ‘ode. H.R. 319, 
H. R. 7957, H. R. 8133, H. R. 8135, and H. R. 8470 fall within this 

‘ategory. These bills reflect the fact that there is not, at the present 
time, any comparable provision relating to commercial aircraft. 

One of the members of the committee asked the question whether 

there is a provision relating to the wrecking of vessels. There is. As 
I recall, it is section 2275, title 18. I can check that and confirm it if 
vou wish. 
* Other bills which have been introduced propose amendments to the 
chapter of the Criminal Code relating to sabotage. Specifically, they 
would amend sections 2153 and 2155 of title 18 to include provisions 
referring specifically to the destruction of aircraft. H. R. 7958 and 
H. R. 813 adopt that technique. 

This approach to the problem is apparently an outgrowth of a 
theory which, according to the newspapers, was dev: eloped during the 
investigation of the Longmont accident to justify participation by 
the FBI in the investigation. As we understand it, the theory was 
that. since the airplane involved was part of the Civil Reserve Air 
Fleet, it could be regarded as a national-defense facility, and that, 
therefore, the sabotage provisions might be found to be applicable. 

There is a third group of bills which are pending before the Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce which propose amend- 
ments to section 902 of the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938. H.R. 7907, 
H. R. 7908, and H. R. 7921 fall within that group. In addition, the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce has pending before 
it S. 2972, a bill already passed by the Senate which, in effect, com- 
bines the first and third techniques. While it amends section 902 
of the Civil Aeronautics Act, the amendment is obviously patterned 
after the train-wrecking provision of = Criminal Code. 

On the face of it, section 902 (h) (1) of the Civil Aeronautics Act 
would seem to be more clearly applic i. to a case like the Longmont 
case than any other provision of present law with which we are 

familiar. That subsection was added to the Civil Aeronautics Act in 
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1949 and makes it a criminal offense for any person knowingly to 
deliver or cause to be delivered to an air carrier or to the operator of 
any civil anRY for transportation in air commerce any shipment, 
baggage, or property, the tr ansportation of which would be pro- 
hibited by ans ‘egulations of the Civil Aeronautics Board relating to 
the transportation of explosives or other dangerous articles. 

However, when we look at the penalty provisions, it seems rather 
obvious that this section was not aimed at the case where explosives 
are placed aboard an aircraft for the purpose of destroying it or of 
killing persons aboard. Rather, it was aimed at the lesser offense of 
trying to evade the regulations relating to the shipping of explosives, 
flammable, corrosive, and other d: ingerous materials. The maximum 
penalty provided is a fine of $1, 000 or imprisonment for 1 year, or 
both, unless death or bodily injury results, i which case the fine may 
be increased to $10,000 and the imprisonment to 10 years. 

While some of the bills to amend this section propose simply to 
increase the penalties, the Senate bill properly recognizes that this 
provision applies only when a particular method of damaging an 
aircraft is cadet: A person could accomplish the same result by 
other methods and section 902, as presently written, would not apply. 

As between the first and the third techniques, or a combination of 
them, we can see very little choice. While individual draftsmen 
might express a preference for one or the other, we suspect that the 
choice would be a largely a matter of individual taste. Our interest 
is in having the subject matter covered effectively and appropriate 
penalties provided. We, therefore, express no preference e for one 
technique or the other, but with this observation. Since the Civil 
Aeronautics Act is an aeronautical statute, it contains a number of 
definitions which we believe could be useful in drafting a provision 
on this subject. Terms like “interstate, overseas, and foreign air 
commerce,” “aircraft,” “aircraft engine,” “air navigation faci ility,” 
“airport,” “appliances,” and so forth, are defined in the Civil Aero- 
nautics Act in such a way as to simplify the drafting problem. 

Moreover, by using terms which are technically defined, as those 
terms are in the Civil Aeronautics Act, it is probable that the bill can 
be given broader coverage than as if terms of that type were used 
without definition and left for construction by the courts based on 
common or dictionary meanings. 

Consequently, the presence of those definitions in the Civil Aero- 
nauties Act suggests that the third technique—that of amending sec- 
tion 902 of the Civil Aeronautics Act—has some advantage. 

However, if it were felt that new legislation on this subject should 
more appropriately be included in the Criminal Code, the draftsman 
could take advantage of the definitions in the Civil Aeronautics Act 
by adding a provision to the bill which would adopt those definitions 
where the defined terms were used in the bill. 

The second technique, that of amending the sabotage chapter of the 
Criminal Code, does not, in our opinion, give the bill sufficiently broad 
coverage to fully meet the problem at which it is aimed. 

For example, the amendment to section 2153 proposed in TI. R. 7958 
and H. R. 8134 would apply only to acts committed in time ere war 
or national emergency, and with intent “to injure, interfere with, or 
obstruct the United States or any associate nation in preparing for 
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or carrying on the war or defense activities,” or acts committeed with 
reason to believe that the act would have such an effect. Similarly, 
the amendment to section 2155 proposed in the bills would apply only 
to acts committed with intent to injure, interfere with, or obstruct 
the national defense of the United States. 

It seems to us that those provisions are too narrow to provide an 
adequate answer to the problem. If, as is alleged in the case of the 
Longmont accident, the intent was simply to collect on an insurance 
policy taken out on the life of a passenger aboard the aircraft, these 
provisions would not apply. 

Crimes of this sort should be punished in peacetime as well as in 
wartime, and whether the crime is motivated by personal or political 
considerations. Consequently, we suggest that the problem can be 
more adequately dealt with by employing either or both of the other 
two techniques. 

The differences between the various bills raise a number of issues. 
For example, H. R. 319 would apply to acts committed with respect to 
pany aircraft engaged in interstate or foreign commerce.” H. R. 
795¢ would apply to acts committed with respect to “any civil air- 
craft which is used, operated, or employed in interstate or ae 
commerce.” S. 2972 would apply to acts committed with respect to 
“any civil aircraft used, operated, or employed by an air c: rier or 
foreign air carrier in interstate, overseas, or foreign air commerce.” 

While we, of course, have no objection to having the bill apply to 
aircraft other than air-carrier airer aft, we do suggest that the broader 
provisions may create some jurisdictional or enforcement problems 
which the committee may wish to consider. 

H. R. 319 might be construed to apply only if the aircraft were 
engaged at the time the act was committed in interstate or foreign 
commerce. The second type of provision, while it avoids that ques- 
tion, would present other questions if a private plane were involved. 

It must be recalled that there are more than 60,000 aircraft now 
ae in the United States ond only about 1,500 of them are op- 

‘ated by the airlines. We suspect that the Department of Justice 
waa have some concern about undertaking the enforcement job 
posed by a bill which applied to that number of airer aft, particularly 
if, coupled with it, there were technical questions such as whether the 
aircraft yas at the time, or ever had been, used in interstate of foreign 
commerce. 

The more limited provision of S. 2972 would appear to eliminate 
jurisdictional problems of that type. In addition, since it incorpo- 
rates terms defined in the Civil Aeronautics Act, it would also elimi- 
nate such questions as whether an operation between the United 
States and Hawaii is interstate or foreign commerce. Consequently, 
while, as T say, we have no objection to a broader provision, we can 
see considerable merit in the more precise and limited provision of 
S. 29792. 

H. R. 319 also poses another problem by providing that it applies 
to acts “to or upon aire ‘aft while within the jurisdiction of the U nited 
States,” whether the injury is intended to take place within the juris- 
diction of the United States or after the aircraft leaves it. The other 
bills do not undertake to define territorial jurisdiction. It would 
seem to us that a bill on this subject should be as broad in its territorial 
coverage as is constitutionally permissible. 
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While I do not profess to be an expert on criminal law, it is my 
impression that a sovereign may, under some circumstances, assert 
jurisdiction over acts committed outside his jurisdiction where the 
elfect is felt within his jurisdiction. 

If I am correct on that, it would appear that H. R. 319 defines the 
territorial application of the bill less broadly than is constitutionally 
possible. It may be, therefore, that there is some merit in not under- 
taking to define the territorial jurisdiction in the bill, but leaving it 
undefined so that the courts may apply it as broadly as the Constitu- 
tion will permit. 

H. R. 8470 includes a separate section relating to the destruction of 
buses and other motor vehicles used in interstate or foreign commerce. 
We have no objection to the inclusion of a provision of this sort. 
‘lowever, if such a provision proved to be controversial, we should 
hope that it would not result in any delay in enacting legislation 
aplying to aircraft. 

One final point: S. 2972 contains a provision, the counterpart of 
which appears in none of the other bills. That provision relates to 
the imparting or conveying of false information concerning attempts 
to damage or destroy aircraft. Such a provision is, we believe, most 
desirable. 

Particularly since the Longmont accident, there have been a num- 
ber of occasions when airlines have received anonymous phone calls 
that a particular flight, or an unidentified flight, was going to be 
blown up. Such reports have resulted in erounding one or more air- 
craft for exhaustive examination. They have inconvenienced in- 
numerable passengers. They have disrupted airline operations and 
have otherwise interfered with and obstructed the flow of commerce. 

It takes very little imagination to visualize the possible effects upon 
airline operations, and upon our airborne commerce, if a campaign of 
spreading such rumors were to be organized. Whether such reports 
are the work of practical jokers or whether they are the work of 
persons with more malicious motives, they obviously should be penal- 
ized when the persons responsible can be apprehended, and certainly 
every effort should be made to deter them. For that reason, we hope 
that the committee will include in any legislation on this subject a 
provision similar to that in S. 2972. 

Of the various bills now pending i in the House, we are inclined to 
regard S. 2972 as providing the most complete answer to the problem 
as we see it. Not only does it contain the “false alarm” provision 
T have just referred to, it also contains a more detailed description 
of the substantive offenses than is found in any of the other bills. 

Like the other bills, it contains a provision penalizing damage to 
or destruction of the aircraft itself. However, it goes on to describe 
various other methods by which the same result could be accom- 
plished. It penalizes damage to or destruction of aircraft engines 
and other equipment used on the aircraft itself, 

It prohibits the placing of destructive substances—as defined in the 
bill—in or near, not only the aircraft itself, but engines, fuel, and 
other materials which are intended to be used in connection with its 
operation, or in the cargo to be carried, and prohibits any other tam- 
pering with the aircraft or such materials. 

It prohibits damage to or destruction of various types of ground 
facilities which are intended to be used in connection with the opera- 
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tion of the aircraft. And it also prohibits incapacitation of any mem- 
ber of the crew of the aircraft with intent to damage or destroy it. 
Then, like the other bills, it contains a general attempt clause. 

This rather detailed description of the various methods by which 
an aircraft might be damaged or destroyed, coupled, as 1 mentioned 
earlier, with the use of technical terms defined in the Civil Aeronau- 
tics Act, gives the bill, we believe, broader coverage and clearer ap- 
phic ability than the more general provisions of the other bills. 

We urge, therefore, thi at the committee give careful consideration 
to the provisions of $8. 2972 and incorporate its good features in any 
bill which is reported out. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Wiuuts. You have made a very clear statement. 

Are there any questions ¢ 

Mr. Crumpacker. What about this jurisdictional question that has 
been brought up here several times as to where prosecution would actu- 
ally take place, where various acts may have occurred in different 
localities ? 

Mr. Markuam. I am not enough of a criminal lawyer to answer 
that specifically. I believe it would be a venue problem handled under 
the general venue statutes applying to criminal cases. My recollection 
is that they are sufficiently broad so that the prosecution could be 
handled either in the district in which the act was committed, or in 
which it took eifect, or, if there was doubt on that, in the district in 
which the criminal was apprehended. There are cases, if I remember 
correctly, where there is doubt about the locus of the crime itself, 
or where it has taken place outside the jurisdiction of the United 
States, but is still covered—for example, a customs fraud case. I 
believe that venue lies in the district in which the criminal is appre- 
hended. 

Let me hasten to add again, however, that I don’t have enough 
acquaintance with criminal law to be sure of the applicability of the 
venue provisions in all those cases but it is my impression that you 
could rely on the general venue statute and that it would not be neces- 
sary to make special provision for venue in this bill. 

Mr. Crumpacker. It occurs to me you could run into an endless 
series of complications involving quite a large number of possible 
jurisdictions. A man might mail something “by air express in one 
area and it might travel by several means of conveyance and possibly 
on 2 or 3 different airplanes before ev entually ponies up. 

The act of placing aboard the plane which is ev entually destroyed 
may occur in an entirely different locality from that in which it was 
originally dispatched. The plane may be destroyed in a third juris- 
diction. 

I wonder if we could possibly draft a catchall venue provision that 
would avoid the necessity of taking a man who has committed such an 
act from jurisdiction to jurisdiction and have a jury in each area 
determine whether they had jurisdiction before you could eventually 
arrive at a place where conviction could be obtained 4 

Mr. Marxnam. If there is any deficiency in the general venue pro- 
visions on that eee can’t advise you on that, Tam sorry to say— 
it would be desirable, I agree with you. I presume the venue pro- 
visions would be adequate but I cannot advise on that. With regard to 
the attitude we have on not undertaking to define territorial jurisdic- 
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tion, you could complicate the hypothesis you just gave me by putting 
the act completely outside of the United States. A United States-flag 
aircraft, for example, on its way to the United States, landing in Lon- 
don, might be sabotaged there, so that the accident actually occurred 
over the high seas, which is now defined as within the jurisdiction of 
the United States for aircraft of United States registry, or, after it 
arrived in this country. 

Mr. Wituts. Thank you very much, Mr. Markham. 

Mr. Marxuam. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Wits. Counsel calls my attention to a letter we received from 
Mrs. Nell F. Stephens, which will be considered and kept in the files. 

Our next witness is Mr. Stone, General Counsel of the CAB. Is 
Mr. Stone with us? 

We will be glad to hear from you. 


STATEMENT OF FRANKLIN M. STONE, GENERAL COUNSEL, CIVIL 
AERONAUTICS BOARD 


Mr. Stone. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, my name 
is Franklin M. Stone, and I am General Counsel of the Civil Aero- 
nautics Board. The Board greatly appreciates the opportunity af- 
forded it of expressing its views on the bills which you are considering 
for the purpose of improving the Federal criminal laws so as to pro- 
vide more effective deterrents to the commission of acts of destruction 
and sabotage with respect to aircraft. 

On the night of November 1, 1955, a United Air Lines DC-6B with 
a total of 44 people aboard was blown up by a time bomb a few 
minutes after departing from Denver, Colo. It has been alleged that 
the bomb was placed in the luggage of a woman passenger by her 
son, who had hoped to profit from insurance which he had taken out 
on his mother’s life immediately before the flight departed. 

While this was the first tragedy of this nature occurring in the 
United States since the Civil Aeronautics Act was enacted, isolated 
attempts have been made in the past to plant time bombs in passenger 
luggage, and a similar crime took place in Canada approximately 5 
years ago. 

Mr. Crumpacker. If I may interrupt at this point I have a recol- 
lection of a plane apparently blowing up in midair about 1934, over 
Chesterton, Ind., near my home. It was never clearly established 
who had done it but the plane itself was scattered over such a consider- 
able area that the conclusion I believe was that it had been blown up by 
some such device as that. 

Mr. Srone. I believe I heard that too, sir. Of course, that was 
prior to the enactment of the Civil Aeronautics Act in 1938. 

At the present time, the Federal statute which governs a crime of 
this nature is section 902 (h) of the Civil Aeronautics Act, relating 
to the transportation of explosives and other dangerous articles. The 
purpose of that section, when originally enacted, was to provide a 
criminal penalty for violation of Board regulations relating to pack- 
ing and marking of explosives. It was not intended to deal with 
more serious crimes such as murder and sabotage. Consequently the 
penalty set forth in the section is limited to $10,000 fine or 10 years 
imprisonment, or both. 
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While State laws relating to murder and other crimes of violence 
may provide an adequate penalty in many cases of this nature, the 
speed of the airplane introduces difficulties with respect to the en- 
forcement of these State laws. 

A tragic chain of events which is set in motion in one State may 
not materialize until the aircraft has passed over many States. State 
authorities under such circumstances would be confronted with over- 
whelming difficulties in establishing that a crime had been committed, 
and serious jurisdictional and other technical legal problems inevit- 
ably would be involved. 

Sanctions may differ from State and State, and speedy and certain 
punishment for the crime would not be assured. 

Moreover, airline operations in the United States are peculiarly 
interstate in nature, and as such the Federal Government owes an 
obligation to the people of the country to protect the commerce moving 
aboard interstate flights with every means at its disposal. A sanction 
of $10,000 or 10 years imprisonment is woefully inadequate for such 
purpose, and the intentional killing of passengers on interstate air 
carriers should be made punishable by death. 

The need for legislation is clear. No new or controversial prin- 
ciple is involved. The seriousness of acts of willful destruction of 
public transportation facilities has already been recognized by the 
Congress in the field of surface transportation. Section 1992 of the 
Criminal Code provides the death penalty for the willful wrecking of 
trains when such act results in the death of any person. Current 
congressional interest is attested to by the facts that a dozen or more 
bills on the subject are now pending in Congress. 

What is needed, in the opinion of the Board, is a law which will 
extend the salutary provisions of the Criminal Code to the new cir- 
cumstances and conditions created by air transportation, and which 
the present provisions of the Criminal Code, having been written with 
surface transportation in mind, naturally do not cover. 

Of the bills which are currently pending, some have been referred 
to this committee, others have been referred to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce, depending upon whether the par- 
ticular bill takes the form of an amendment to the Judicial Code, or 
of an amendment to the Civil Aeronautics Act. 

One bill, S. 2972, has already passed the Senate and has been re- 
ferred to the House Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 
That Committee asked the Board to submit comments on S. 2972. 
The Board did so, and gave its endorsement to the bill, stating, how- 
ever, that it would have no objection to the incorporation of certain 
features contained in some of the other bills. 

A copy of the Board’s letter endorsing S. 2972 has already been 
furnished to this committee. Of the bills pending before this com- 
mittee, H. R. 7957, H. R. 8133 and H. R. 8135 are generally in line 
with the Board’s thinking as to the type of legislation needed. These 
bills make it a criminal offense to damage, disable, or destroy civil 
aircraft, or to set fire to, place explosives on or near, or otherwise 
damage or render hazardous, hangars, terminals, signals and other 
facilities used in the operation of aircraft. They provide a penalty of 
a fine up to $10,000, 20 years imprisonment or both, and where the 
death of any person results, the death penalty may be imposed. At- 
temps to commit these acts are also made criminal, with the same 
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penalty. They also provide that judgment of conviction or acquittal 
on the merits under the laws of any State shall be a bar to Federal 
prosecution. 

These bills differ from S. 2972 for the most part as follows. 

id amend title 18 rather than the Civil Aeronautics Act. 

. They cover all aircraft operated in interstate and foreign com- 
merce rather than just aircraft operated by air carriers in interstate, 
overseas, or foreign-air commerce (as defined by the Civil Aeronautics 
_— 

They do not include as offenses the setting fire to, damaging, 
disabling, placing any destructive substance near, or rendering haz- 
ardous aircraft parts and aircraft components or the injury of crew 
members. 

They do not include as offenses the conveyance of false informa- 
tion concerning such acts. 

I shall now discuss these differences briefly. 

1. It is believed that the same favorable results may be achieved 
whether the proposed changes are made by amendment to the Civil 
Aeronautics Act, or by amendment to the Criminal Code. 

After I have completed my prepared statement, I shall be glad to 
develop that further if the committee is interested in hearing from me. 

With regard to the coverage of the legislation, it is noted that 
H. R. 7957, H. R. 8133 and H. R. 8135 are much broader than S. 2972. 
The former cover all aircraft operated in interstate and foreign com- 
merce The latter covers only aircraft operated by air carriers in 
interstate, overseas, and foreign air commerce, as defined in the Civil 
Aeronautics Act. 

Thus S. 2972 would not cover so-called nonair carrier aircraft, such 
as company aircraft and aircraft used in private flying. 

However, it does cover aircraft operated as part of the public air 
transportation system, and this, in the opinion of the Board, is the 
matter of most immediate concern. Confined to this major objective, 
the legislation would appear to present a minimum of jurisdictional 
difficulty, or possible conflict with the local interests of the States. 
However, the Board would have no objection to the broader coverage 
extending to all aircraft operating in interstate or foreign commerce 
as defined in the Criminal Code if the committee feels that such 
broader coverage would be feasible and not likely to delay or jeopardize 
the enactment of legislation to accomplish the primary objective. 

3. Specific provision has been made in S. 2972 to cover sabotage with 
respect to aircraft engines, propellers, appliances, spare parts, fuel, 
lubricants and hydraulic fluid. It also covers the crew, whose ineapac- 
itation could imperil the flight. These provisions not found in H. R. 
957, H. R. 8133 and H. R. 8135, are believed to be important and we 
recommend that the provisions of S. 2972 on this subject be added. 

+. In addition to legislation making the wrecking of an airplane 
operated by an air carrier a criminal offense under Federal |: aw, S. 2972 
also makes it a crime punishable by a $10,000 fine or 20 years imprison- 
ment, to impart or convey false information as to these matters when 
the informant knows such information to be false. 

The need for legislation of this nature has been demonstrated in 3 or 
4 instances of known false alarms since the Denver accident. An air- 
line receiving a “tip” over the telephone that a time bomb has been 
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placed on one of its flights cannot afford to take any chances and must 
ground its airplane until a full investigation can be made. 

Such false information not only seriously disrupts service to the 
passengers, but also creates an element of distrust and fear in the 
public at large which would seriously impair our air transportation 
system. 

We recommend that any legislation enacted include provisions com- 
parable to those of S. 2972 providing severe penalties for knowingly 
circulating false information. 

Accordingly, with the amendments I have just suggested, the Board 
would endorse the enactment of either H. R. 7957, H. R. 8133, or HL R. 
S155. 

In conclusion, I wish to comment briefly with respect to to the four 
remaining bills—H. R. 319, H. R. 8470, H. R. 7958, and H. R. 8134. 

In general, the comments I have made with respect to H. R. 7957, 
H. R. 8153, and H. R. 8135 are applicable to H. R. 319, and H. R. 8470. 

H. R. 319 does not follow so closely the existing provisions of section 
1992 of the Criminal Code and is not limited to civil aircraft. H. R. 
8470 is identical to H. R. 7957, H. R. 8133, and H. R. 8135, except that 
it includes a provision relating to the damaging and destroying of 
buses and other motor vehicles. 

H. R. 7958 and H. R. 8134 are bills which are of quite a different 
nature. They amend the sabotage provisions of the Criminal Code to 
include specifically any willful destruction of aircraft done with in- 
tent to interfere with or obstruct the war or defense activities of the 
United States. 

The Board would have no objection to the enactment of this legisla- 
tion but believes there is a more pressing need for the enactment of 
legislation along the lines of S. 2972, H. R. 7957, H. R. 8133, and 
H. R. 8135. 

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my presentation on behalf of the 

Civil Aeronautics Board, and I wish to thank the committee for af- 
teolon this opportunity to present our views on this important 
matter. 

Mr. Wiu1s. I refer to page 3 of your statement in which you state— 
What is needed in the opinion of the Board is a law which will extend the 
salutory provisions of the Criminal Code, 
and so on. 

Do I judge from that that it would be the purpose of the Board that 
whatever legislation is enacted should be an amendment to the Crimi- 
nal Code, rather than to the Civil Aeronautics law ? 

Mr. Stone. No, I do not mean that, sir. It is simply that the pro- 
visions of the Criminal Code, or the intent of it would be carried 
forward to cover air transportation in any bill that might be enacted, 
whether it is an amendment to the Civil Aeronautics Act, or as an 
amendment to the Criminal Code. 

Mr. Crumpacker. Could you comment at all on this question of 
jurisdiction that we discussed at some length? 

Mr. Stone. I would rather not participate in that discussion. I 
feel that is probably a field in which the Justice Department should 
comment, 

I think the basic principles of criminal law would apply. T see no 

sal problem there. 
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Mr. Witults. Thank you very much, sir. 

Now, I understand there are statements to be received, rather than 
additional testimony. 

Is the representative of the American Association of Motor Bus Op- 
erators present ? 

Mr. Srone. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if I could make one more com- 
ment before you leave me. 

I would like to point out on this question of whether the matter 
should be an amendment to the Civil Aeronautics Act or an amend- 
ment to the Criminal Code, that under section 702 of the Civil Aero- 
nautics Act of 1938, as amended, the Board has the right and re- 
sponsibility to make investigations of all airplane accidents. 

I feel that if the act were amended, there would be no real difficulty 
for the Board, after preliminary inquiry, in working out a practical 
arrangement with the FBI through the Justice Department, to have 
the FBI investigate the matter or incident, if preliminary investiga- 
tion indicated the possibility that sabotage was involved. 

I would like to point out that there would be possibly some con- 
flict of jurisdiction if it were to be an amendment to the Criminal 
Code, in that under section 702, of the act, the Board is charged with 
the investigation of all aircraft accidents and that if the form of this 
legislation should be by way of an amendment to the Criminal Code, 
there might be some conflict as to who should assume jurisdiction in 
the case of an airplane accident. 

Mr. Wits. Off the cuff, I wouldn’t agree with that. I can’t con- 
ceive that your jurisdiction, whatever it may be, in the field of investi- 
gation for the benefit of the industry—and we have legislation right 
now sponsored by you people, concerning the use of evidence in in- 
vestigations in civil proceedings—for this reason. After all, this 
would be an additional crime. The people in charge of the adminis- 
tration of the prosecution of crime is the Department of Justice and 
their several district attorneys. They would have the privilege of 
using all the facilities of the FBI and your facilities a everybody 
else. I doubt that it would make any difference. I would not want 
to lessen your jurisdiction under the law to which you refer. 

Mr. Stony. What I meant by that was that when a crash or accident 
occurs, there can frequently be the possibility of sabotage and, of 
course, the investigative agencies concerned immediately go out to the 
scene of the accident to determine whether there has been a violation 
of one statute or another, and that might result in some conflict as to 
which agency should take charge or control the initial stages of the 
investigation of the accident. As a former special agent of the FBI 
for 10 years, I think I recognize, from a practical basis, that possibility. 

Mr. Crumpacker. Your investigators are probably better able to 
detect evidence of sabotage as far as the plane itself is concerned. At 
the same time the FBI is better qualified to track down the individual 
who may have committed that act. 

Mr. Srone. Certainly. We would not want to get into that sort of 
activity (tracking down individuals) whatsoever. We don’t have the 
facilities for it and we don’t have the personnel. 

Mr. Writs. That is what I say. This being an added crime to our 
body of Federal criminal jurisdiction, I can see no conflict. 

Now, I would like to have counsel insert in the record at this point 
without reading them, the provisions of chapter 211 entitled, “Juris- 
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diction and Venue,” particularly paragraphs 3236, 3237, and 3238, 

which it seems to me handles clearly the matter of jurisdiction of 

venue that would be involved in connection with these proposals. 
(The sections referred to follow :) 


Trrite 18, Unrrep States Copr 


§ 3236. Murder or manslaughter. 


In all cases of murder or manslaughter, the offense shall be deemed to have 
been committed at the place where the injury was inflicted, or the poison ad- 
ministered or other means employed which caused the death, without regard to 
the place where the death occurs. 


§ 3237. Offenses begun in one district and completed in another. 


Except as otherwise expressly provided by enactment of Congress, any offense 
against the United States begun in one district and completed in another, or 
committed in more than one district, may be inquired of and prosecuted in any 
district in which such offense was begun, continued, or completed. 

Any offense involving the use of the mails, or transportation in interstate or 
foreign commerce, is a continuing offense and, except as otherwise expressly 
provided by enactment of Congress, may be inquired of and prosecuted in any 
district from, through, or into which such commerce or mail matter moves.” 


§ 3238. Offenses not committed in any district. 


The trial of all offenses begun or committed upon the high seas, or elsewhere 
out of the jurisdiction of any particular State or district, shall be in the district 
where the offender is found, or into which he is first brought. 


Mr. Wuus. Is Mr. Koehler with us, of the National Association of 
Motor Bus Operators? I understand, if here, he will simply submit 
a statement on behalf of that organization. 

(The statement, in the form of a letter, follows :) 


NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MoTor Bus OPERATORS, 
Washington, D. C., March 5, 1956. 
Hon, EMANUEL CELLER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. CeELLER: We are very grateful to you for the opportunity which you 
have afforded us to appear before Subcommittee No. 3 at a hearing to be held 
on March 9, 1956, on bills providing for the death penalty for willful destruction 
of aircraft, buses, and other motor vehicles. 

Fortunately we have no record in the intercity motor bus industry of any such 
terrible catastrophe as that which recently destroyed a United Air Lines plane 
in Colorado. But because we are similarly situated in that we transport pas- 
sengers, baggage, and express in the same vehicle, we are as vulnerable as air- 
planes to the type of sabotage or other criminal action which might result in 
great loss of life and destruction of property. For this reason, we earnestly 
recommend that any legislation approved on the subject include buses and bus 
installations as well as those relating to air transport. 

We favor the proposed legislation as a needed measure of additional protec- 
tion to the traveling public. It will be greatly appreciated if you will have this 
expression of our views incorporated in the record of the hearings. In that way 
we can conserve the time of the subcommittee by not making a personal appear- 
ance before it. 

I am taking the liberty of forwarding a copy of this letter to the members of 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Very sincerely yours, 
JacK GARRETT Scort, 
General Counsel. 


Mr. Brickrte.p. While the bill is not before this committee, it 
might be well, for comparison and for study purposes, to make S. 2972 








32 WILLFUL DESTRUCTION OF AIRCRAFT OR MOTOR VEHICLES 


and the Senate report accompanying it a part of the record of these 
hearings. 

Mr. Wituis. Very well: make it part of the appendix along with 
the departmental reports. 

That concludes the hearings on the bills. 

(Whereupon, at 11:40 a, m., the subcommittee adjourned. ) 





APPENDIX 


DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL, 
Washington, March 8, 1956. 
Hon. EMANUEL CELLER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in response to your requests for the views of the 
Department of Justice relative to the bills H. R. 319, H. R. 7957, H. R. 7958, 
and H. R. 8470, all directed to the protection of aircraft. 

Without doubt there is a need for legislation to protect commercial aircraft 
engaged in interstate and foreign commerce. The disaster at Longmont, Colo., 
in which 44 persons lost their lives following the explosion of a time bomb placed 
in the baggage carried on such a plane made this clear. However, there are 
eertain features of each of the bills herein discussed to which the committee’s 
attention is invited with a view toward obtaining legislation most likely to attain 
the objective. 

H. R. 319, H. R. 7957, and H. R. 8470 are specifically directed to the protection 
of aircraft against malicious destruction, without regard to questions of sabotag 
H. R. 7958, on the other hand, would amend the sabotage sections of title 18, 
thereby failing to protect aircraft against injury or destruction except when such 
injury or destruction-.is coupled with an intent to impede the United States in 
preparing for or carrying.on war or defense activities. In this respect, H. R. 7958 
is not directed to circumstances such as those which were present in the Long- 
mont, Colo., case. Furthermore, H. R. 7958 does not refer specifically to inter- 
state or foreign commerce so that it may be intended to apply to intrastate flights 
as well. It should also be noted with respect to H. R. 7958 that the sections of 
title 18 which it would amend now apply to acts of sabotage committed against 
aircraft. Therefore, the main effect of this bill would be to increase the penalty 
for sabotage of aircraft. 

H. R. 7957 and H. R. 8470 are almost identical insofar as the protection of 
aircraft is concerned. H. R. 8470, however, would extend similar protection to 
buses and other motor vehicles as defined in the bill. The language of both bills 
appears to be sufficiently broad ‘to-‘apply to all types of airplanes (and in the case 
of H. R. 8470, motor vehicles), private or commercial, traveling in interstate or 
foreign commerce. The Department of Justice is of the view that such legislation 
should be limited to commercial aircraft to avoid certain enforcement difficulties. 

Both H. R. 7957 and H. R. 8470 would specifically provide punishment for 
anyone who sets fire to or places any explosive substance on or near “any hangar, 
terminal, signal, structure, property, appurtenance, or facility used in the opera- 
tion of aircraft or in the operation of any air carrier in interstate or foreign com- 
merce, or otherwise makes any such hangar, terminal, signal, structure, property, 
appurtenance, or facility unworkable or unusable or hazardous to work or use, 
with the intent to damage, disable, or destroy a civil aircraft which is used, 
operated, or employed in ‘interstate or foreign commerce.” Such a provision 
could lead to difficulty and unnecessary jurisdictional questions since the criterion 
would appear to be whether or not there is an intent to destroy aircraft engaged 
in interstate or foreign commerce. Federal authorities might be called upon to 
investigate numerous incidents of damage to airport property and facilities where 
the intent was unknown and where there was no probable danger to the lives of 
aircraft passengers. Such acts should properly be left to the jurisdiction of the 
various States. 

It would appear desirable in any legislation of this type to refer by one term 
to the airplanes intended to be protected. It is noted that in both H. R. 7957 
and in H. R. 8470 the term civil “aircraft” is used in one place and the term 
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“air carrier’ is used in another. The former term is defined for some purposes 
in title 18 but the latter is not. On the other hand, “air carrier” is defined in 
the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938. The two definitions are not identical. 

It is suggested that the enumeration of the ways by which destruction or dam- 
age may be accomplished is too specific. It is considered more desirable to use 
general, comprehensive language, such as “Whoever willfully injures, disables, or 
destroys * * *’, thereby eliminating the possibility that a particular method of 
destruction is being inadvertently omitted. 

It is also suggested that the phrase “or in the case of a plea of not guilty where 
the defendant has waived trial by jury”, should be added following the word 
“guilty” at line 23 of page 2 and line 2 of page 4 of H. R. 8470, and that a similar 
insertion should be made following the word “guilty” at line 21 of page 2 of H. R. 
7957. Under the present phraseology of these penalty provisions, it is doubtful 
whether the court could invoke the death penalty in a situation where the defend- 
ant has entered a plea of not guilty, waived his right to a trial by jury, and asked 
to be tried by the court. 

H. R. 319 most closely approximate the measure which the Department of 
Justice would like to see enacted. However, it would seem desirable that it be 
amended so as clearly to apply only to commercial aircraft and so as to correct 
the inadequacy of the penalty provision as discussed earlier with respect to H. R. 
7957 and H. R. 8470. 

One additional change is suggested with respect to H. R. 319. It is noted that 
the text of the proposed section 21 of title 18 follows closely the text of section 
2275 of title 18, which relates to the firing or tampering with vessels within the 
jurisdiction of the United States or on the high seas. Unlike section 2275, how- 
ever, H. R. 319 does not contain any language which would embrace the special 
maritime and territorial jurisdiction of the United States as does section 2275 
by virtue of its reference to the high seas. Accordingly, it would appear to be 
desirable that the words “or, if such aircraft is of American registry while it is 
in flight over the high seas” be added to the bill following the word “States” at 
line 5 of page 2. Such a revision would provide punishment for the destruction 
of aircraft, or attempts to destroy such aircraft, while in flight over the high 
seas, an area not presently amenable to Federal criminal prosecution. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the submis- 
sion of this report. 

Sincerely, 
Wrtuiam P. Rogers, 
Deputy Attorney General. 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, February 29, 1956. 
Hon. EMANUEL CELLER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of Representatives. 


Dear Mr. CEeELLER: Reference is made to your letter of January 23, 1956, 
requesting comments of the Department of State on H. R. 8470, to provide the 
death penalty for willfully wrecking an airplane, bus, or other motor vehicle in 
cases where passengers or other persons are killed, and for other purposes. 

The use of the term “civil aircraft” in H. R. 8470 appears to indicate an intent 
that the provisions of the section be applicable to certain crimes involving speci- 
fied aircraft of foreign as well as United States registry. The Department 
supports such applicability. 

Since, under the definition contained in section 1 of the Civil Aeronautics Act 
of 1938, as amended, the term “air carrier” means any citizen of the United States 
who undertakes to engage in air transportation, it is suggested that H. R. 8470 
would more fully reflect the intent mentioned above if line 9, page 2, of the bill 
were amended by the deletion of the comma after the word “commerce” and by 
the insertion at that point of the words “or any foreign air carrier in foreign 
commerce,”’. 

The Department has been informed by the Bureau of the Budget that there is 
no objection to the submission of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 


THRuUSTON B. Morton, 
Assistant Secretary 
(For the Secretary of State). 
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, February 29, 1956. 
Hon. EMANUEL CELLER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of Representatives. 


Dear Mr. CeEtteR: Reference is made to your letter of January 23, 1956, re- 
questing comments of the Department of State on H. R. 7958, to amend title 
18 of the United States Code so as to authorize the imposition of the death penalty 
for sabotage of aircraft. 

The provisions of H. R. 7958 do not appear to have a direct bearing upon the 
foreign relations of the United States. Accordingly, the Department of State 
has no comments which it wishes to submit on the provisions of the bill. 

The Department has been informed by the Bureau of the Budget that there 
is no objection to the submission of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
THrRUsTON B. Morton, 
Assistant Secretary. 
(For the Secretary of State). 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, February 29, 1956. 
Hon. EMANUEL CELLER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of Representatives. 


Dear Mr. CELLER: Reference is made to your letter of January 23, 1956, re- 
questing comments of the Department of State on H. R. 7957, “to amend title 
18 of the United States Code to make the damage, disablement, or destruction of 
civil aircraft a criminal offense, with increased penalties in cases resulting in 
the death of passengers or other persons.” 

The‘provisions of H. R. 7957 are similar to that portion of H. R. 8470 which 
pertains to aircraft. Accordingly, the views of the Department with respect to 
H. R. 8470, as outlined in a separate letter, are applicable to H. R. 7957. 

The use of the term “civil aircraft” in H. R. 8470 appears to indicate an intent 
that the provisions of the section be applicable in certain crimes involving speci- 
fied aircraft of foreign as well as United States registry. The Department 
supports such applicability. 

Since, under the definition contained in section 1 of the Civil Aeronautics 
Act of 1988, as amended, the term “air carrier” means any citizen of the United 
States who undertakes to engage in air transportation, it is suggested that H. R. 
8470 would more fully reflect the intent mentioned above if line 7, page 2, of the 
bill were amended by the deletion of the comma after the word “‘commerce” and 
by the insertion at that point of the words “or any foreign air carrier in foreign 
commerce,”. 

The Department has been informed by the Bureau of the Budget that there 
is no objection to the submission of this report. 


Sincerely yours, 
THRUsTON B. Morton, 
Assistant Secretary. 
(For the Secretary of State). 


INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION, 
Washington, February 28, 1956. 
Hon. EMANUEL CELLER, 
Ohairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Deak CHAIRMAN CELLER: Your letter of January 23, 1956, addressed to the 
Chairman of the Commission and requesting comments on a bill, H. R. 8470, in- 
troduced by Congressman Hill, to provide the death penalty for willfully wrecking 
an airplane, bus, or other motor vehicle in cases where passengers or other 
persons are killed, and for other purposes, has been referred to our Committee 
on Legislation. After careful consideration by that committee, I am authorized 
to submit the following comments in its behalf: 

H. R. 8470 appears to be modeled after section 1992 of title 18 of the United 
States Code, which relates to the wrecking of railroad trains, and provides the 
same penalties. 
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The proposed measure would amend title 18 of the United States Code by 
inserting immediately after section 14 thereof a new chapter entitled “Chapter 
2—Aircraft and buses and other motor vehicles.” The new chapter would be 
composed of two sections, section 31, entitled ‘Damaging, Disabling, or Destroy- 
ing Civil Aircraft,” and section 32, entitled “Damaging, Disabling, or Destroying 
Buses and Other Motor Vehicles.” Proposed section 31 does not pertain to the 
jurisdiction or functions of this Commission, and for that reason we are not in a 
position to express a helpful opinion with respect to its merits. Our comments, 
therefore, shall be confined to proposed section 32. 

Under the provisions of section 32 of the proposed measure, anyone who 
willfully damages, disables, or destroys, any bus or other motor vehicle used, 
operated, or employed in interstate or foreign commerce ; or who willfully sets fire 
to, or otherwise damages, or places any explosive substances on or near any termi- 
nal, garage, or other facility used in the operation of such buses or motor vehicles, 
or who willfully attempts to do any of these acts would be subject to a fine of not 
more than $10,000 or imprisonment for not more than 20 years, or both. Anyone 
convicted of any such crime which results in the death of any person would be 
subject also to the death penalty or life imprisonment. 

This Commission has been responsible for the regulation of interstate motor 
carriers with respect to safety of operation for some 20 years. Although we have 
no record of damage to or destruction of such vehicle shown to have been due to 
the criminal practices described in section 32 of the bill, it is clear that willful 
damage to or destruction of motor vehicles used in the transportation of passen- 
gers and property, particularly vehicles used in the transportation of explosives 
and other dangerous commodities, could serious jeopardize the safety of a great 
many persons, as well as the passengers. The proposed measure appears to. pro- 
vide a proper deterrent to such criminal acts. 

However, we recommend that consideration be given to qualifying the unre- 
stricted use of the word “damages” in section 32. It would appear that the pro- 
visions “Whoever willfully damages * * *” and “Whoever willfully sets fire to, 
or otherwise damages * * *” [emphasis added] are too broad in that they could 
result in rather severe punishment for what might be a relatively minor cffense. 

Subject to the aforementioned suggestion and comments, we have no objection 
to the enactment of H. R. 8470. 

Respectfully submitted. 

ANTHONY ARPAIA, 
Chairman, Committee on Legislation. 





INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION, 
Washington, February 13, 1956. 
Hon. EMANUEL CETLLER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dean CHATRMAN CeLrier: Your letter of January 23, 1956, requesting com- 
ments on a bill, H. R. 7957, introduced by Congressman Robsion, to amend 
title 18 of the United States Code to make the damage, disablement, or destruc- 
tion of civil aircraft a criminal offense, with increased penalties in cases resulting 
in the death of passengers or other persons, has been referred to our Committee 
on Legislation. After careful consideration by that committee, I am authorized 
to submit the following comments in its behalf: 

H. R.. 7957 does not pertain to the functions of the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission, and for that reason we are not in a position to express a helpful opinion 
with respect to its merits. 

Respectfully submitted. 

ANTHONY ARPATA, 
Chairman, Committee on Legislation. 





INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION, 
Washington, February 13, 1956. 


Hon. EMANUEL CELLER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 
Dear CrAtRMAN CrLreR: Your letter of January 23, 1956, requesting com- 
ments on a bill, H. R. 7958, introduced by Congressman Robsion, to amend 
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title 18:of the United States Code so as to authorize the imposition of the death 
penalty for sabotage of aircraft, has been referred to our Committee on Legisla- 
tion. After careful consideration by that Committee, I am authorized to sub- 
mit the following comments in its behalf: 

H. R. 7958 does not pertain to the functions of the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission, and for that reason we are not in a position to express a helpful opinion 
with respect to its merits. 

Respectfully submitted. 

ANTHONY ARPAIA, 
Chairman, Committee on Legislation. 


NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR AERONAUTICS, 
Washington 25, D. C., February 29, 1956 
Hon, EMANUEL CELLER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Mr. CELLER: Your letter of January 23, 1956, requested an expression 
of the views of NACA on H. R. 7958, a bill to amend title 18 of the United States 
Code so as to authorize the imposition of the death penalty for sabotage of air- 
craft. 

NACA endorses the proposed legislation and recommends its passage by the 
Congress. 

Clearance of the Bureau of the Budget has been obtained to submit this reply. 

Sincerely, 
J. F. Victory, Executive Secretary. 


NATIONAL ApVISORY COMMITTEE FOR AERONAUTICS, 
Washington 25, D. C., February 29, 1956 
Hon. EMANUEL CELLER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 


DeaR Mr. CeELLeR: Your letter of January 23, 1956, requesting an expression 
of the views of NACA on H. R. 8470, a bill to provide the death penalty for will- 
fully wrecking an airplane, bus or other motor vehicle in cases where passengers 
or other persons are killed, and for other purposes. 

NACA endorses the proposed legislation and recommends its passage by the 
Congress. 

Clearance of the Bureau of the Budget has been obtained to submit this reply. 

Sincerely, 
J. F. Victory, Executive Secretary. 


NATIONAL ApVISORY COMMITTEE FOR AERONAUTICS, 
Washington 25, D. C., February 29, 1956 
Hon. EMANUEL CELLER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Mr. CELLER: Your letter of January 23, 1956, requested an expression 
of the views of NACA on H. R. 7957, a bill to amend title 18 of the United States 
Code to make the damage, disablement, or destruction of civil aircraft a criminal 
offense, with increased penalties in cases resulting in the death of passengers or 
other persons. 

NACA endorses the proposed legislation and recommends its passage by the 
Congress. 

Clearance of the Bureau of the Budget has been obtained to submit this reply. 

Sincerely, 
J. F. Victory, Precutive Secretary. 
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Crivi AERONAUTICS Boarp, 
Washington 25, March 8, 1956. 
Hon. EMANUEL CELLER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN CELLER: This is in further reply to your letters of January 
23, 1956, requesting reports from the Board on the following bills: 

H. R. 7957, to amend title 18 of the United States Code to make the damage, 
disablement, or destruction of civil aircraft a criminal offense, with increased 
penalties in cases resulting in the death of passengers or other persons. 

H. R. 7958, to amend title 18 of the United States Code so as to authorize the 
imposition of the death penalty for sabotage of aircraft. 

H. R. 8470, to provide the death penalty for willfully wrecking an airplane, 
bus, or other motor vehicle in cases where passengers or other persons are killed, 
and for other purposes. 

H. R. 7957 and H. R. 8470 would amend title 18, United States Code, to make 
it a Federal criminal offense to damage or destroy aircraft used in interstate and 
foreign commerce or to set fire to, place explosives on or near, or otherwise damage 
or render unusable or hazardous certain facilities and properties used in the opera- 
tion of an aircraft or air carrier in interstate or foreign commerce. The penalty 
to be imposed may be a fine up to $10,000, 20 years’ imprisonment, or both, 
except when the death of any person results from the commission of such a 
crime, in which case the death penalty may be imposed. 

These bills are modeled after section 1992 of the Criminal Code, which relates 
to the wrecking of trains, and in general are in line with the Board’s thinking as 
to the type of legislation needed to effectively deal with the problem as it relates 
to aircraft. The Board’s views in regard to the matter are set out in more detail 
in a letter to the House Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce com- 
menting on S. 2972, which passed the Senate on February 10, 1956. A copy of 
this letter is enclosed. A major difference between S. 2972 and these bills is 
that while H. R. 7957 and H. R. 8470 apply to all aircraft in interstate and 
commerce within the definition of title 18, the coverage of S. 2972 is limited to 
aircraft operated by air carriers in interstate, overseas, or foreign air commerce. 
While the Board believes that the protection of the public air transportation 
system as provided in S. 2972 is of immediate concern, it would not object to 
the wider coverage of H. R. 7957 and H. R. 8470 if the committee should find 
that such legislation is feasible and would not tend to delay or jeopardize the 
enactment of legislation to accomplish the primary objective. 

H. R. 7958 would amend sections 2153 and 2155 of title 18, United States 
Code, by adding new paragraphs authorizing the death penalty for willfully 
destroying or damaging aircraft with intent to interfere with war or defense 
activities, or to obstruct the national defense. These two paragraphs are pat- 
terned after provisions making criminal the destruction or damaging, or attempts 
to destroy or damage, war or national defense materials, premises and utilities. 

The Board would have no objection to the enactment of H. R. 7958, but 
believes there is a more pressing need for enactment of legislation along the lines 
of S. 2972, H. R. 7957, or H. R. 8470. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there would be no objection to the 
submission of this report. 


Sincerely yours, 
Ross Riziey, Chairman. 


Post OFFICE DEPARTMENT, 
OFFICE OF THE SOLICITOR, 
Washington 25, D. O., March 8, 1956. 
Hon. EMANUEL CELLER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of Representatives. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your requests for reports on 
several bills relating to the destruction of aircraft. 

It is noted, from the Congressional Record of March 2, 1956, that Subcom- 
mittee 3 of the House Committee on the Judiciary has scheduled hearings for 
March 9, 1956, on these bills. 

The Post Office Department has no comments to submit as to the merits of 
the bills. However, it is believed that the committee should be informed con- 
cerning the situation facing the Post Office Department. 
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Since 1940 the Postal Inspection Service has investigated 157 cases involving 
the mailing of poisons and 61 cases involving the mailing of explosives, including 
4 cases involving the mailing of bombs during the past 3 or 4 weeks. As recently 
as February 18, 1956, an employee of the New Orleans, La., post office was 
injured by an exploding bomb which was sent through the mails. 

The penal provisions covering such mailings are contained in section 1716 of 
title 18, United States Code, and provide, in part, as follows: 

“Whoever knowingly deposits for mailing or delivery, or knowingly causes to 
be delivered by mail, according to the direction thereon, or at any place at which 
it is directed to be delivered by the person to whom it is addressed, anything 
declared nonmailable by this section, unless in accordance with the rules and 
regulations authorized to be prescribed by the Postmaster General, shall be fined 
not more than $1,000 or imprisoned not more than two years, or both. 

“Whoever knowingly deposits for mailing or delivery, or knowingly causes to 
be delivered by mail, according to the direction thereon or at any place to which 
it is directed to be delivered by the person to whom it is addressed, anything 
declared nonmailable by this section, whether or not transmitted in accordance 
with the rules and regulations authorized to be prescribed by the Postmaster 
General, with intent to kill or injure another, or injure the mails or other prop- 
erty, shall be fined not more than $10,000 or imprisoned not more than ten years, 
or both.” 

The committee, in connection with its consideration of this legislation, also 
might desire to give consideration to the sufficiency of the penalties in section 1716 
of _ 18, United States Code, covering the sending of dangerous articles in the 
mails. 

Due to the fact that hearings are scheduled for next Friday, March 9, this 
report has not been cleared with the Bureau of the Budget. 

It is not anticipated that this Department will present testimony at the hearing 
on March 9, since this report will serve to bring attention to the matters which 
this Department desires to have considered by the committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
ABE McGrecor Gorf, 
The Solicitor. 


THE SECRETARY OF (OMMERCE, 
Washington 25, D. C., larch 18, 1956. 
Hon. EMANUEL CELLER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your request for the views of this 
Department with respect to H. R. 8470, H. R. 7958, and H. R. 7957 relating to the 
sabotage of aircraft, and in reply to your inquiry as to whether this Department 
desires to have a representative appear at hearings to be held by your committee 
on March 9, 1956, on these bills and similar bills. 

Your committee is no doubt aware of the fact that S. 2972, an act to punish 
the willful damaging or destroying of aircraft and attempts to damage or destroy 
aircraft, has been passed by the Senate and is now pending before the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce of the House. 

This Department favors the enactment of S. 2972 since it is very comprehensive 
and satisfactorily covers the many acts of sabotage or attempts of sabotage of 
aircraft. This Department believes that S. 2972 provides the legislative imple- 
mentation required for protecting air commerce. A copy of our letter of March 6, 
1956, to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce commenting on 
S. 2972 is attached for your information. 

In view of the foregoing, this Department does not desire to have a representa- 
tive appear at the hearings to be held by your committe on March 9, 1956. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that it would interpose no objection to 
the submission of this letter. 

Sincerely yours, 
Srnciarr WEEKs, Secretary of Commerce. 
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[S. 2972, 84th Cong., 2d sess.] 


AN ACT To punish the willful damaging or destroying of aircraft and attempts to damage 
or destroy aircraft, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 902 of the Civil Aeronautics 
Act of 1938, as amended, be further amended by inserting at the end thereof 
the following new subsections : 


“DAMAGING OR DESTROYING AIRCRAFT 


“(i) (1) As used in this subsection, the term ‘destructive substance’ means 
any explosive substance, flammable material, infornal machine, or other chemi- 
cal, mechanical, or radioactive device or matter of a combustible, contaminative, 
corrosive, or explosive nature, 

“(2) Any person who willfully sets fire to, damages, destroys, disables, or 
wrecks any civil aircraft used, operated, or employed by an air carrier or 
foreign air carrier in interstate, overseas, or foreign air commerce; or 

“Any person who willfully sets fire to, damages, destroys, disables, or wrecks 
any aircraft engine, propeller, appliance, or spare part with intent to damage, 
destroy, disable, or wreck any such aircraft: or 

“Any person who, with like intent, willfully places or causes to be placed 
any destructive substance on, about, in, or near any such aircraft, or any air- 
craft engine, propeller, appliance, spare part, fuel, lubricant, hydraulic fluid, 
or other material used or intended to be used in connection with the operation 
of any such aircraft, or any cargo carried or intended to be carried on any 
such aircraft, or otherwise makes or causes to be made any such aircraft, aircraft 
engine, propeller, appliance, spare part, fuel, lubricant, hydraulic fluid, or 
other material unworkable or unusable or hazardous to work or use; or 

“Any person who, with like intent, willfully sets fire to, damages, destroys, 
disables, or wrec’’s, or places or causes to be placed any destructive substance on, 
about, in or near any shop, supply, structure, station, depot, terminal, hangar, 
ramp, landing area, air navigation facility or other facility, warehouse, property, 
machine, or apparatus used or intended to be used in connection with the opera- 
tion, loading, or unloading of any such aircraft or making any such aircraft 
ready for flight, or otherwise makes or causes to be made any such shop, supply, 
structure, station, depot, terminal, hangar, ramp, landing area, air navigation 
facility or other facility, warehouse, property, machine, or apparatus unwork- 
able or unusable or hazardous to work or use; or 

“Any person who, with like intent, willfully incapacitates any member of the 
crew of any such aircraft; or 

“Any person who willfully attempts to do any of the aforesaid acts or 
things— 

“shall be fined not more than $10,000 or imprisoned not more than twenty 
years, or both. 

“Any person who is convicted of any such crime, which has resulted in the 
death of any person, shall be subject also to the death penalty or imprisonment 
for life if the jury shall in its discretion so direct or in the case of a plea of 
guilty if the court in its discretion shall so order. 


“IMPARTING OR CONVEYING FALSE INFORMATION 


“(j) Any person who imparts or conveys or causes to be imparted or conveyed 
information, knowing such information to be false, concerning an attempt being 
made, or to be made, to do any act or thing which would be subject to criminal 
penalty under subsection (i) of this section, or concerning the existence of 
circumstances or conditions which are likely to damage, destroy, disable, or 
wreck, or which would render unworkable or unusable or hazardous to work 
or use, any civil aircraft, used, operated, or employed by an air carrier or foreign 
air carrier in interstate, overseas, or foreign commerce, or any aircraft engine, 
propeller, appliance, spare part, fuel, lubricant, hydraulic fluid, or other ma- 
terial used or intended to be used in connection with the operation of any such 
aircraft, or any shop, supply, structure, station, depot, terminal, hangar, ramp, 
landing area, air navigation facility or other facility, warehouse, property, 
machine, or apparatus used or intended to be used in connection with the opera- 
tion, loading, or unloading of any such aircraft, or making any such aircraft 
ready for flight, shall be fined not more than $10,000 or imprisoned not more 
than twenty years, or both.” 





WILLFUL DESTRUCTION OF AIRCRAFT OR MOTOR VEHICLES 41 


{S. Rept. No. 1472, 84th Cong., 2d sess.] 


The Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, to whom was referred 
the bill (S. 2972) to punish the willful damaging or destroying of aircraft and 
attempts to damage or destroy aircraft, having considered the same, report 
favorably thereon without amendment and recommends that the bill do pass. 

The purpose of the bill is to amend the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938, as 
amended, to provide suitable punishment, first, for the willful damaging or de- 
struction of air carrier aircraft used in interstate, overseas, or foreign com- 
merce; second, for attempts to damage or destroy such aircraft; and, finally, 
for knowingly imparting or conveying false information concerning such 
attempts. 

The recent disaster at Longmont, Colo., in which a United Air Lines plane 
was destroyed by the explosion of a time bomb placed in the baggage carried on 
the plane, killing all 44 persons aboard, has focused attention on the need for 
such legislation. There are, to be sure, Federal statutes now in eflect which may 
be applicable in some cases of this type. However, none of these statutes was 
drafted with this type of problem specifically in mind, with the result that the 
statutes now in effect either do not adequately cover the subject matter or do 
not provide penalties commensurate with the magnitude of the offense. It was 
because of the deficiencies in our present Federal statutes that the person 
accused of perpetrating the Longmont disaster was turned over to the State 
authorities for prosecution under State laws. Consequently, your committee 
believes that an act of Congress providing broader coverage and more suitable 
penalties is needed. 

The bill is modeled after an existing provision of the Criminal Code (U. S. C., 
title 18, sec. 1992) relating to the wrecking of railroad trains. The penalties 
provided in the bill are the same as those provided in the train-wrecking statute. 

Subsection (j), which would be added to section 902 of the Civil Aeronautics 
Act by the bill, also penalizes the imparting or conveying of information, known 
to be false, concerning present or future attempts to wreck or destroy air carrier 
aircraft or concerning the existence of circumstances or conditions which are 
likely to damage or destroy such aircraft. The need for legislation on this sub- 
ject is illustrated by the incident reported by the press and radio on January 
26, 1956, in which an anonymous phone ¢all resulted in grounding a flight of 
one of the scheduled airlines. The committee is informed that there have been 
other such incidents, particularly since the Longmont disaster. It is obvious 
that such false alarms can seriously disrupt airline service, whether they are 
the work of pranksters or of subversive or other malicious elements. In the 
opinion of your committee, prompt legislative action should be taken to deter and 
punish such actions. 

The Civil Aeronautics Board, the Department of Commerce, and the Air Trans- 
port Association of America have all endorsed the need for such legislation. 


CHANGES IN EXISTING LAW 


In‘compliance’ with subseetion (4) of rule XXIX of the Standing Rules of the 
Senate, changes in existing law made by the bill, as reported, are shown as 
follows (new matter is printed in italics, existing law in which no change is pro- 
posed is shown in roman) : 


“Civit AERONAUTICS Acr oF 1938 


s * * © * 


“Sec. 902. * * * 
DAMAGING OR DESTROYING AIRCRAFT 


“(i) (1) As used in this subsection, the term “destructive substance” means any 
erplosive substance, flammable material, infernal machine, or other chemical, me- 
chanical, or radioactive device or matter of a combustible, contaminative, corro- 
sive, or explosive nature. 

(2) Any person who willfully sets fire to, damages, destroys, disables, Or 
wrecks any civil aircarft used, operated, or employed by an air carrier or 
foreign air carrier in interstate, overseas, or foreign air commerce ; or 

“Any person who willfully sets fire to, damages, destroys, disables, or wrecks 
any aircraft engine, propeller, appliance, or spare part with intent to damage, 
destroy, disable, or wreck any such aircraft; or 
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“Any person who, with like intent, willfully places or causes to be placed any 
destructive substance on, about, in or near any such aircraft, or any aircraft 
engine, propeller, appliance, spare part, fuel, lubricant, hydraulic fluid, or other 
material used or intended to be used in connection with the operation of any such 
aircraft, or any cargo carried or intended to be carried on any such aircraft, or 
otherwise makes or causes to be made any such aircraft, aircraft engine, propel- 
ler, appliance, spare part, fuel, lubricant, hydraulic fluid, or other material 
unworkable or unusable or hazardous to work or use ; or 

“Any person who, with like intent, willfully sets fire to, damages, destroys, 
disables, or wrechs, or places or causes to be placed any destructive substance 
on, about, in or near any shop, supply, structure, station, depot, terminal, 
hangar, ramp, landing area, air navigation facility or other facility, warehouse, 
property, machine, or apparatus used or intended to be used in connection with 
the operation, loading, or unloading of any such aircraft or making any such 
aircraft ready for flight, or otherwise makes or causes to be made any such shop, 
supply, structure, station, depot, terminal, hangar, ramp, landing area, air 
navigation facility or other facility. warehouse, property, machine, or apparatus 
unworkable or unusable or hazardous to work or use ; or 

“Any person who, with like intent, willfully incapacitates any member of the 
crew of any such aircraft; or 

“Any person who willfully attempts to do any of the aforesaid acts or things— 

shall be fined not more than $10,000 or imprisoned not more than twenty 
years, or both. 

“Any person who is convicted of any such crime, which has resulted in the 
death of any person, shall be subject also to the death penalty or imprisonment 
for life if the jury shall in its discretion so direct or in the case of a plea of guilty 
if the court in its discretion shall so order. 


“IMPARTING OR CONVEYING FALSE INFORMATION 


“(j) Any person who imparts or conveys or causes to be imparted or conveyed 
information, knowing such information to be false, concerning an attempt being 
made, or to be made, to do any act of thing which would be subject to criminal 
penalty under subsection (i) of this section, or concerning the evistence of cir- 
cumstances or conditions which are likely to damage, destroy, disable, or wreck, 
or which would render unworkable or unusuable or hazardous to work or use, 
any civil aircraft, used, operated, or employed by an air carrier or foreign air 
carrier in interstate, overseas, or foreign commerce, or any aircraft engine, pro- 
peller, appliance, spare part, fuel, lubricant, hydraulic fluid, or other material 
used or intended to be used in connection with the operation of any such aircraft, 
or any shop, supply, structure, station, depot, terminal, hangar, ramp, landing 
area, air navigation facility or other facility, warehouse, property, machine, or 
apparatus used or intended to be used in connection with the operation, loading, 
or unloading of any such aircraft, or making any such aircraft ready for flight, 
shall be fined not more than $10,000 or imprisoned not more than twenty years, 
or both. 

“es + . * * * * 


x 








